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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  13432 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  SUBSEQUENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  YERBA 
BUENA  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN  FOR  THE  AREA  GENERALLY  BOUNDED  BY 
MARKET,  THIRD,  HOWARD,  SECOND,  FOLSOM,  HAWTHORNE,  HARRISON,  AND  FOURTH 
STREETS. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission"), 
jointly  with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  hereby  CERTIFIES  the  Final 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file  No.  91.355E,  Yerba  Buena 
Center  analyzing  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  and  updating  information  in  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR  and  the  YBC  First  and  Second  Supplemental  EIRs  (hereinafter 
"Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1 )  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
(hereinafter  "Department")  and  with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (hereinafter 
"Agency")  staff,  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seg.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines 
(Cal.  Admin.  Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et.  sea.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter 
31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  and  provided  public  notice 
of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  June  20,  1991. 

b.  On  December  12,  1991,  the  Department  and  the  Agency  published  the  Draft 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "DSEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the  availability  of  the  DSEIR  for  public  review  and  comment 
and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  joint  City  Planning  Commission/Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DSEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of 
persons  requesting  such  notice. 
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c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DSEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearing 
were  posted  near  the  project  site  by  Agency  staff  on  December  23,  1991. 

d.  On  December  12, 1 991 ,  copies  of  the  DSEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered 
to  a  list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DSEIR,  to  adjacent 
property  owners,  and  to  government  agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State 
Clearinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State 
Clearinghouse  on  December  12, 1991. 

2)  The  Planning  and  Agency  Commissions  held  a  duly  advertised  joint  public  hearing  on  said 
Draft  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  January  23,  1992,  at  which  opportunity  for 
public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was  received  on  the  DSEIR.  The  period  for 
acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on  January  27, 1992. 

3)  The  Department  and  Agency  staff  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental 
issues  received  at  the  public  hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  45-day  public  review  period  for  the 
DSEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of  the  DSEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based 
on  additional  information  that  became  available  during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected 
errors  in  the  DSEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses,"  published  on  September  24,  1 992,  was  distributed  to  the  Commissions  and  to  all 
parties  who  commented  on  the  DSEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at  Department 
offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Subsequent  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department 
and  Agency  staff,  consisting  of  the  Draft  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any 
consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required  by  law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Commissions  and  the  public,  and  these  files  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commissions. 

6)  On  December  3,  1992,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the  Final  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  CEQA,  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  31. 

7)  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Subsequent  Environmental 
Impact  Report  concerning  File  No.  91.355E:  Verba  Buena  Center,  reflects  the  independent 
judgment  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that 
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the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  Draft 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said 
Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  State  CEQA 
Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact 
Report  91.355E,  Yerba  Buena  Center: 

a.  Will  have  a  project-specific  significant  effect  on  the  environment  by  increasing  the 
population  on  the  project  site  above  existing  conditions,  which  population  would  be  subject  to 
substantial  danger  during  a  major  earthquake,  despite  the  fact  that  new  buildings  built  as  a  result 
of  the  project  would  meet  the  most  current  building  and  seismic  codes;  and 

b.  Will  have  a  project-specific  effect  on  the  environment  in  potentially  exposing 
construction  workers  and  others  to  hazardous  wastes  in  the  soil  and  groundwater  if  mitigation 
measures  are  not  adopted  as  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan;  in  increasing  potential  violations 
of  the  air  quality  particulate  standards  during  construction  activities  if  dust  control  mitigation 
measures  are  not  adopted  as  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan;  and  in  potential  impacts  from  use 
of  groundwater  for  landscape  irrigation  if  ground  water  quality  were  not  investigated  prior  to  use 
and  if  mitigation  measures  were  not  adopted  regarding  potential  subsidence;  and 

c.  Will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  that  it  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  downtown  traffic  increases  and  cumulative  passenger  loading  on  Muni,  BART,  and 
other  transit  carriers.  Such  cumulative  transportation  impacts  could  cause  violations  to  particulate 
standards  in  San  Francisco  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
at  its  regular  meeting  of  December  3,  1992. 


Linda  Avery 
Secretary 


AYES: 


Commissioners  Unobskey,  Boldridge,  Levine,  Lowenberg,  amd  Prowler 


NOES: 


None 
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ABSENT: 


Commissioners  Fung  and  Smith 
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SUMMARY 


A.  PRO  TECT  DESCRIPTION 

This  document,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  updates  the 
environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
and  the  First  and  Second  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  Supplements. 
Changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Redevelopment  Project  Area 
since  publication  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  in  1982  are  included  in  this  document. 
The  project  that  was  discussed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  was  the  Main  Program, 
which  is  being  built  as  described  in  that  document  with  the  addition  of  the  Moscone  Convention 
Center  Expansion,  covered  in  the  1987  Moscone  Center  Initial  Study.  The  general  purpose  of 
this  document  is  to  update  the  environmental  analysis,  update  the  cumulative  development 
context,  and  highlight  the  changes  that  have  occurred  since  1982. 

In  addition,  this  Subsequent  EIR  analyzes  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  which  consists  of 
amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  to  be  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  changes  to  the  scope  of  development 
for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

The  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would  result  in  the  implementation  of  a  parallel  planning 
process  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  would  make  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent, 
where  appropriate,  with  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use  designations  of  relevant  sections  of  the 
current  City  Planning  Code.  These  relevant  sections  implement  portions  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan  that  control  development  in  areas  adjacent  to  YBC  (see 
Figure  4,  p.  20  and  Figure  1 1,  p.  88).  The  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would 
affect  only  those  parcels  not  currently  covered  by  either  a  disposition  and  development 
agreement  (DDA)  or  a  land  disposition  agreement  (LDA).  The  parcels  excluded  from  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  by  virtue  of  these  agreements,  including  parcels  covered  by 
the  YBG  DDA,  are  shown  on  Figure  5,  p.  21. 
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•  The  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  would  increase  the  amount 
of  development  on  part  of  EB-2  and  decrease  the  amount  of  development  on  the  western  one- 
third  of  CB-2. 

The  Main  Program,  which  was  defined  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  as  development  that 
was  likely  to  occur  within  YBC,  has  either  been  implemented  or  is  under  contract  as  part  of  the 
YBG  DDA.  The  Revised  Main  Program  that  is  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  updates  the 
Main  Program  and  incorporates  the  scope  of  development  envisioned  for  YBC  as  a  result  of 

•  adopting  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approving  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG.  The  following  components  were  considered  in  development  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use 
designations,  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan 

•  Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  altered  by  the 
changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded  from 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the  Museum  of 
Modern  Art  DDA). 

A  comparison  of  the  total  square  feet  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  approved 
development  in  YBC  shows  that  the  Revised  Main  Program  includes  333,400  more  square  feet 
of  office  space,  70  more  hotel  rooms,  32,000  more  square  feet  of  retail/commercial,  90,400 
fewer  square  feet  of  light  industry,  580  more  market-rate  housing  units,  30  more  subsidized 
housing  units,  100,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  51,400  fewer  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  space,  27,000  fewer  square  feet  of  open  space,  about  700 
more  private  parking  spaces,  and  about  300  more  public  parking  spaces. 

B.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

PLANNING  CONTEXT  AND  LAND  USE  (pp.  86  to  100) 

A  central  component  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  the  establishment  of  a  planning  process 
for  the  portion  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  not  excluded  from  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  that  would  parallel  that  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the  areas  of  the  City 
surrounding  YBC.  The  parallel  planning  process  would  make  the  Project  Plan  section  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  congruent,  where  appropriate,  with  the  relevant  sections  of  the  San 
Francisco  City  Planning  Code.  The  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implement 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan. 
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Upon  adoption  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments,  relevant  sections  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  that  implement  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  would  apply.  The  density, 
housing,  off-street  parking,  off-street  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  parking,  and  open 
space  provisions  of  the  existing  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  amended.  In  addition, 
several  new  requirements,  such  as  ensuring  user  comfort  in  public  spaces,  providing  child  care 
and  transportation  management  programs  in  connection  with  development  projects,  and 
ameliorating  the  impacts  of  commuting  in  downtown  areas,  would  become  part  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

A  comparison  of  the  land  use  figures  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  development 
already  approved  for  YBC  (referred  to  herein  as  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program)  shows  that 
the  Revised  Main  Program  includes  net  increases  of  333,400  square  feet  of  office  space,  70  hotel 
rooms,  32,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  580  market-rate  and  30  subsidized 
housing  units,  100,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  and  700  private  and  300  public  parking 
spaces.  It  also  includes  net  decreases  of  90,400  square  feet  of  light  industry,  5 1 ,400  square  feet 
of  amusement/entertainment  space,  and  27,000  square  feet  of  open  space. 

Development  of  these  net  changes  in  proposed  land  uses  within  YBC  would  require  demolition 
or  conversion  of  some  existing  buildings  throughout  the  project  area.  However,  portions  of 
YBC  have  already  been  cleared  for  future  development  or  are  currently  in  use  as  temporary 
surface  parking  lots. 

POPULATION  AND  HOUSING  (pp.  100  to  105) 

Total  housing  units  within  YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  about  2,500, 
including  about  1,520  market-rate  units  and  about  980  subsidized  units.  Total  population  in 
YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  increase  to  approximately  4,100  persons. 

The  Revised  Main  Program  would  add  a  total  of  about  910  new  housing  units,  which  would 
result  in  a  population  increase  of  about  1,800  in  YBC.  Compared  to  the  DDA/Existing  Main 
Program,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  add  about  610  more  new  housing  units  and  about 
1,200  more  people  to  YBC. 

Although  the  Revised  Main  Program  to  provide  additional  housing  units,  it  would  not  affect 
significantly  the  jobs/employed  resident  balance. 
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EMPLOYMENT  AND  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY  (pp.  105  to  106) 


As  a  result  of  development  construction,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  generate 
approximately  300  additional  full-time  equivalent  construction  jobs. 

At  buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program,  YBC  would  have  about  23,120  jobs,  which  is 
approximately  1,320  more  jobs  than  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program.  Total  new 
employment  in  YBC  compared  to  1990  would  be  about  9,600  jobs  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program  development. 

TRANSPORTATION  (pp.  106  to  125) 

On  the  basis  of  forecast  employment  and  population  levels  for  YBC,  peak-period  travel  demand 
generated  in  the  Year  2000  by  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  about  ten  percent  higher 
than  that  projected  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 

P.M.  15-minute  peak  operations  in  the  year  2000  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  would 
continue  in  the  same  flow  regimes  as  currently  exists  on  sidewalks  in  the  YBC  vicinity,  except 
the  Fourth  Street  west  sidewalk  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  which  would  worsen  from 
impeded  to  constrained,  and  the  Fourth  Street  east  sidewalk,  which  would  worsen  from 
unimpeded  to  impeded.  P.M.  15-minute  peak  operations  in  the  year  2000  under  the  Revised 
Main  Program  would  continue  in  the  same  flow  regimes  as  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main 
Program,  except  the  Mission  Street  north  sidewalk  which  would  worsen  from  unimpeded  to 
impeded. 

In  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  2000,  about  140  (0.3%)  new  MUNI  trips  among  all  four  of  the  MUNI 
screenlines,  and  about  100  (0.5%)  new  BART  trips  (transbay  and  westbay)  would  be  generated 
by  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Addition  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour  MUNI  riders 
would  not  increase  the  loading  ratios  across  any  of  the  screenlines,  and  thus  would  not  change  the 
LOS.  Addition  of  BART  riders  also  would  not  increase  p.m.  peak-hour  Transbay  or  westbay 
loading  ratios  or  change  LOS.  Existing  peak-period  and  peak-hour  transit  ridership  on  other 
regional  transit  service  would  be  increased  by  about  0.2%.  A  ridership  increase  of  this  magnitude 
would  not  be  measurable  against  the  day-to-day  fluctuations  in  transit  ridership  and  would  not 
have  a  noticeable  effect  on  transit  LOS.  However,  the  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative 
increases  in  transit  ridership  in  the  major  regional  transit  corridors  leading  from  downtown  San 
Francisco  that  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  LOS  for  several  of  the  transit  carriers. 
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Based  on  the  pre-quake  street  network  (ramps  open  and  Howard  Street  at  full  travel  width),  the 
analysis  of  p.m.  peak-hour  service  levels  at  YBC  area  intersections  indicate  that  Year  2000  level 
of  service  (LOS)  would  degrade  one  to  two  grades,  to  LOS  E  or  F,  at  seven  of  the  nine  study 
intersections  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program.  Only  the  Fourth  Street  intersections  at 
Mission  Street  and  Howard  Street  would  operate  at  LOS  C  in  2000  under  the  DD  A/Existing 
Main  Program.  Buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  not  change  the  Year  2000 
intersection  levels  of  service  at  the  study  intersections,  except  at  Third  and  Market  Streets, 
where  the  service  level  would  degrade  one-half  grade  from  LOS  E/F  to  LOS  F.  The  percentage 
increase  to  traffic  volumes  critical  to  the  intersections'  v/c  ratio  would  be  up  to  4.5%. 

Based  on  the  current  street  network  (ramps  closed  and  Howard  Street  travel  width  reduced),  the 
analysis  of  p.m.  peak-hour  service,  levels  at  YBC  area  intersections  indicate  that  Year  2000  level 
of  service  (LOS)  would  degrade  one  to  one  and  one-half  grades,  to  LOS  E  or  F,  at  five  of  the 
nine  study  intersections  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  The  Fourth  Street  intersections 
at  Mission,  Howard  and  Harrison  Streets  and  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  intersection  would 
operate  at  LOS  D  or  better  in  2000  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  Buildout  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  degrade  Year  2000  intersection  levels  of  service  at  four  study 
intersections,  although  none  would  worsen  from  an  acceptable  LOS  (LOS  D  or  better)  to  an 
unacceptable  LOS  (LOS  E  or  F).  The  intersection  of  Third  and  Market  Streets  would  degrade 
one-half  grade  from  LOS  E/F  to  LOS  F.  The  Fourth  Street  intersections  at  Mission  and 
Harrison  Streets  would  also  degrade  by  one-half  grade,  to  LOS  D/E  and  D,  respectively.  The 
Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  intersection  would  degrade  by  one  grade,  to  LOS  D.  The  percentage 
increase  to  traffic  volumes  critical  to  the  intersections'  v/c  ratio  would  be  up  to  5.5%. 

The  proposed  project  would  create  net  new  parking  demand  for  about  5,035  spaces  above 
existing  demand  (about  1,094  spaces  above  the  demand  that  would  be  generated  under  the 
DD  A/Existing  Main  Program).  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  provide  1,000  more  parking 
spaces  than  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program,  and  with  the  increased  demand  would  raise  the 
net  deficit  to  about  3,600  spaces. 

Congested  highway  conditions  caused  by  cumulative  regional  development  would  result  in  a 
shift  form  autos  to  higher  use  of  transit  and  ridesharing  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  & 
Vicinity.  The  East  Bay  would  be  the  most  congested  corridor,  the  Peninsula  would  be  the  least. 
By  2020,  travel  demand  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  regional  transportation  systems.  To  serve 
regional  growth,  expanded  transit  and  freeway  systems  would  be  required. 


AIR  QUALITY  (pp.  125  to  129) 


Upon  completion,  the  project  would  affect  localized  air  quality  in  two  ways.  Emissions  would 
be  generated  by  project-related  traffic,  and  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  building  space  and 
water  heating.  Transportation  sources  would  account  for  over  90%  of  project-related  emissions. 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  contribute  less  than  0.1%  to  the 
transportation-related  emissions  inventory  for  San  Francisco  in  2000,  which  is  below  the  one 
percent  threshold  established  by  the  B  AAQMD  defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air 
quality. 

Future  curbside  CO  concentrations  would  be  lower  than  existing  concentrations.  Although 
project-generated  traffic  would  raise  CO  levels  slightly  in  some  locations,  no  excesses  of  the 
State  8  or  24-hour  standards  are  projected  with  development  of  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

SEISMICITY  (pp.  1 30  to  1 3 1 ) 

The  primary  seismic  hazard  at  the  site  is  strong  groundshaking  resulting  from  earthquakes  on 
nearby  faults.  The  population  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  in  YBC  would  be  higher  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program  than  under  either  existing  conditions  or  the  DDA/Existing  Main 
Program.  The  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would  be  higher  both  for 
an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours  (additional  residents  and  hotel  guests  would 
be  affected  by  a  nighttime  earthquake)  and  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  daytime  hours 
(additional  employees  and  visitors  to  cultural  and  other  facilities  would  be  affected  by  a  daytime 
earthquake). 

HAZARDS  (pp.  132  to  137) 

YBC  has  a  history  of  industrial  use,  and  many  potential  sources  of  contamination  have  been 
identified:  (1)  possible  residual  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  from  past  activities  on  the 
site;  (2)  contamination  potentially  originating  from  similar  activities  off  site,  including 
contaminated  groundwater  migrating  onto  the  site  from  other  properties  in  the  vicinity,  and 
(3)  possible  contaminated  fill. 

Hazardous  materials-related  impacts  of  development  at  a  paved  urban  site  are  typically  related 
almost  entirely  to  excavation  and  disposal  of  contaminated  soils  and  groundwater.  In  general, 
earthmoving  or  dewatering  in  contaminated  areas  could  directly  expose  workers,  the  public,  or 
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the  environment  to  soils,  soil  gases,  or  groundwater  contaminated  with  hazardous  materials  or 
wastes.  Migration  of  gases  and/or  dust  during  construction  activities  could  also  affect  the 
nearby  public  and  the  environment.  Depending  on  a  specific  site  being  developed  or  even  a 
specific  location  within  a  project  site,  the  chemical  contaminants  that  could  be  encountered 
would  vary. 

Activities  that  could  lead  to  discovery  and  exposure  of  contaminated  soils  or  groundwater 
include  site  investigation,  site  remediation,  excavation,  dewatering,  and  underground  storage 
tank  (UST)  removal.  Each  of  these  activities  could  involve  exposure  of  workers,  the  public 
and/or  the  environment  to  contaminated  soils,  groundwater,  soil  gases  or  building  materials. 

WATER  (pp.  137  to  138) 

Long-term  production  of  water  for  irrigation  and  water  features  from  groundwater  wells  might 
cause  or  contribute  to  permanent  dewatering  conditions.  This  could  lead  to  local  subsidence  and 
cause  damage  to  buildings  or  underground  utility  lines.  If  the  water  quality  is  not  suitable  for 
irrigation,  the  water  would  have  to  be  treated  or  municipal  water  would  have  to  be  used. 

C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Some  of  the  measures  identified  that  would  mitigate  environmental  effects  are  presented  below. 
A  full  recitation  of  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  or  proposed  for 
consideration  are  presented  on  pp.  139  to  143. 

•  The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  City 
approval)  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  accommodate  bus  stop  shelters  and  to 
minimize  interference  with  pedestrian  traffic. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  incorporate  City  Planning  Code- 
required  (Section  163)  transportation  brokerage  services  into  building  management  for 
office  buildings  exceeding  100,000  square  feet  to  minimize  transportation  impacts  of 
added  office  development  in  the  downtown. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  establish,  in  accordance  with  the 
City  Planning  Code  (Section  155(g)),  parking  rate  structures  to  encourage  short-term  use 
and  discourage  long-term  parking. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to,  in  consultation  with  the 
Municipal  Railway,  install  eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts 
for  MUNI  trolley  wires  on  the  proposed  buildings  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive 
the  right  to  refuse  the  attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment 
is  done  at  City  expense. 
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During  the  construction  periods,  construction  truck  movements  would  be  permitted  only 
before  6:30  a.m.  or  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic 
conflicts.  Individual  developers  and  their  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Fire 
Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine  feasible  traffic 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  individual  buildings 
and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures 
during  construction,  developers  would  coordinate  with  construction  contractors  for  any 
concurrent  nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become  known. 

Parking  facility  driveways  would  include  warning  devices  (lighted  signs  and  noise- 
emitting  devices)  to  alert  pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  structures. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  ensure  that  the  contractor 
sprinkles  demolition  sites  with  water  continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkles 
unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  covers  stockpiles  of  soil, 
sand,  and  other  material;  covers  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material; 
and  sweeps  streets  surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to 
reduce  particulate  emissions.  Developers  would  require  the  contractor  to  maintain  and 
operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and 
other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not 
in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance 
programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 

Provisions  contained  in  Section  163  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  requiring  the  project  to 
institute  a  transportation  management  program  and  provide  on-site  transportation 
brokerage  services,  also  would  reduce  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  information  to  developers,  building  owners, 
and  tenants  regarding  measures  that  should  be  taken  to  reduce  non-structural  earthquake 
hazards.  This  would  include  information  regarding  the  bracing  or  reinforcement  of 
nonstructural  features  in  residential  and  non-residential  structures  to  prevent  casualties  and 
property  damage.  The  items  that  should  be  evaluated  include  computers;  heavy  ceiling 
fixtures  like  lights,  ducts,  diffusers,  and  pipes;  exterior  signs,  exterior  pre-cast  panels  or 
cladding;  emergency  power  generators;  elevators;  valuable  or  fragile  artwork;  water 
heaters;  natural  gas  pipes;  tall  file  cabinets;  tall  storage  racks,  bookcases,  and  shelving;  fire 
extinguishers  and  fire  sprinklers;  large  electrical  equipment,  especially  transformers; 
communications  systems;  and  water  tanks. 

Prior  to  excavation  of  sites  within  SB-2,  or  EB-3,  a  site  investigation  would  be  conducted 
that  would  include  the  collection  of  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  for  analysis. 
Analytical  tests  would  focus  on  the  contaminants  suspected.  Results  of  the  site 
investigation  would  be  made  available  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
(DPH),  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  review  and  inspection.  Test  results  would 
be  evaluated  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  and  compared  with  hazardous  waste 
regulatory  guidelines  or  with  the  latest  site  cleanup  guidelines  of  DPH  or  the  State 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS). 

Prior  to  excavation  of  any  site  within  the  YBC  area,  a  magnetic  tank-locating  survey  would 
be  carried  out  to  ascertain  whether  any  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at  the  site, 
and  if  so,  their  locations.  If  USTs  were  determined  to  be  present,  DPH  would  be  consulted 
to  determine  whether  they  should  be  removed  or  left  in  place  (as  required  by  law). 
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•  Any  hazardous  wastes  found  to  exceed  regulatory  guidelines  or  pose  a  threat  to  the 
environment  would  be  remediated  in  accordance  with  applicable  law,  and  all  other  site 
work  in  the  contaminated  area  would  be  halted  until  remediation  is  complete. 

•  If  hazardous  wastes  are  encountered  during  excavation  for  any  YBC  site,  from  the  time 
that  the  current  pavement  covering  the  site  is  taken  up  until  the  time  that  all  remedial 
activities  have  been  completed,  site  access  would  be  restricted  to  necessary  personnel. 
This  would  serve  to  prevent  impacts  associated  with  accidental  public  access  to  the  site. 

•  If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  site  mitigation  plan  would 
include  a  dust  control  program  to  minimize  potential  public  health  impacts  associated  with 
exposure  to  contaminated  soil  dust. 

•  If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  developer  would  employ  a 
licensed  broker  or  registered  hazardous  waste  treatment  engineer  to  handle  its  waste 
disposal  needs.  Use  of  brokers  or  registered  engineers  would  promote  economical 
application  of  latest  and  best  methods  for  waste  handling  of  contaminated  soils,  such  as 
recycling,  reuse,  waste  minimization,  or  treatment  or  destruction  of  non-reusable  waste 
using  newly  developing  technologies. 

•  If  subsidence  occurs  during  well  water  production,  an  alternative  water  source  for 
irrigation  and  water  features  would  be  provided  and  groundwater  recharge  would  be 
initiated  to  halt  subsidence. 

•  The  water  quality  would  be  investigated  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and  monitored 
periodically  during  project  operation  (and  remediated  if  any  violations  of  standards  occur) 
in  compliance  with  the  policies  and  regulations  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Department  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

•  Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the 
amount  and  rate  of  water  required  for  the  project  can  be  supplied  by  groundwater.  If  the 
results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source,  municipal  water  would  have  to  be 
obtained. 

•  Water  requirements  for  irrigation  would  be  reduced  by  landscaping  with  drought-tolerant 
vegetation,  installing  drip  irrigation  systems  and  soil  moisture  sensing  devices,  using 
mulch  in  landscaped  areas  and  installing  basins  around  trees  to  retain  water. 


D.  ALTERNATIVES 


NO-DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVE 


The  No-Development  Alternative,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  Existing  Setting,  is  assumed  to 
result  in  no  new  development  beyond  the  land  uses  that  currently  exist  or  are  under  construction 
within  YBC.  This  alternative  would  be  governed  by  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  it  now  exists, 
without  amendments  to  the  Standards  for  Development  and  Land  Use  Designation  sections 
currently  proposed  under  the  project.  Further  development  under  the  already  approved  YBG 
DDA  and  the  Griffin/Related  LDA  is  assumed  not  to  occur. 


The  No-Development  Alternative  would  not  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  bring  the 
planning  process  and  the  land  use  designations  for  YBC  into  congruence  with  relevant  sections 
of  the  City  Planning  Code.  However,  since  this  alternative  is  assumed  to  result  in  no  new 
development  within  YBC,  the  specifics  of  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  not  be  of 
importance. 

Under  the  No-Development  Alternative,  no  additional  jobs  would  be  created.  This  would  result 
in  no  additional  demand  for  housing  units  in  San  Francisco.  No  new  construction  jobs  would 
occur  under  this  alternative.  The  existing  number  of  jobs  in  YBC  would  remain  at  15,500.  No 
impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and  parking 
demand  would  occur  under  this  alternative.  In  addition,  impacts  caused  by  increased  truck 
deliveries  and  construction  also  would  not  occur.  The  peak-period  travel  demand  would  be  the 
same  as  that  currently  occuring  within  YBC.  Flow  regimens  for  p.m.  peak  hour  pedestrian 
circulation  and  levels  of  service  for  local  intersections  would  change  as  a  result  of  other 
development  outside  YBC.  No  change  in  the  number  of  parking  spaces  in  YBC  would  occur. 
There  would  be  about  1,560  fewer  private  parking  spaces  and  550  more  public  parking  spaces 
than  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Since  no  new  development  would  occur,  no  change  in 
air  quality  would  occur  under  this  alternative.  Though  seismic  hazards  would  remain  the  same 
under  the  No-Development  Alternative,  the  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  these  hazards 
would  be  less  than  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  population  that  would  be  exposed  to 
earthquake  hazards  would  be  less  both  for  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours 
and  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  daytime  hours.  With  no  development  of  the  open  space 
on  the  central  blocks,  no  demand  on  groundwater  resources  for  landscaping  irrigation  would 
occur. 

NO-PROJECT 

The  No-Project  Alternative,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program,  would  be 
all  development  that  is  approved  under  the  DDA  with  the  YBG  developer  as  currently  amended, 
or  that  is  likely  to  occur  by  2000  elsewhere  in  YBC.  This  other  potential  development  would  be 
governed  by  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  it  now  exists,  without  amendments  to  the  Standards  for 
Development  and  Land  Use  Designation  sections  currently  proposed  under  the  project. 

Buildout  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  include  completion  of  development  allowed 
under  the  existing  DDA  for  a  total  net  increase  over  existing  conditions  of  1,706,790  square  feet 
of  office  space,  21 1,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial,  300  market-rate  housing  units, 
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330,000  square  feet  of  cultural  uses,  200,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment 
uses,  440,000  square  feet  of  open  space,  10,000  square  feet  of  child-care,  60,000  square  feet  of 
athletic  club  space,  and  about  860  private  parking  spaces,  and  with  a  loss  of  75  temporary 
construction  parking  spaces  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB3  and  EB-2;  completion  of  development  allowed 
under  the  Griffin/Related  LDA  for  an  increase  of  about  492,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and  a 
loss  of  about  40  private  parking  spaces  on  EB-1;  and  development  of  27,550  square  feet  of  light 
industrial  uses  that  is  expected  to  occur  on  SB-4  by  2000.  In  comparison  with  the  Revised  Main 
Program,  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  not  result  in  the  net  increases  in  office  space 
(333,400  less  square  feet),  hotel  rooms  (70  fewer  rooms),  retail/commercial  space  (32,000  less 
square  feet),  market-rate  and  subsidized  housing  units  (580  and  30  fewer  units,  respectively), 
cultural  space  (100,000  less  square  feet),  and  private  and  public  parking  (approximately  700  and 
300  fewer  parking  spaces,  respectively),  and  would  not  result  in  the  net  decreases  in  light 
industrial  uses  (90,400  additional  square  feet),  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space 
(51,400  additional  square  feet),  and  open  space  (27,000  additional  square  feet)  compared  to  the 
Revised  Main  Program. 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  not  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  bring  the  planning 
process  and  the  land  use  designations  for  YBC  into  congruence  with  relevant  sections  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.  The  No-Project  Alternative  would  increase  the  population  of  YBC  by  about  600 
people  over  the  setting  population,  approximately  1,200  fewer  than  the  1,800  additional  persons 
anticipated  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  beneficial  impact  of  introducing  additional 
residential  units  into  the  downtown  area  would  be  lessened,  which  could  result  in  increasing 
commute  distance  to  work,  decreasing  the  number  of  residents  who  walk  or  take  transit  to  work, 
and  detracting  from  the  vitality  and  diversity  of  the  area  by  decreasing  the  residential  population 
during  non-work  hours,  relative  to  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Buildout  of  YBC  under  the  No- 
Project  Alternative  would  provide  5,250  construction  jobs,  about  310  fewer  full-time  equivalent 
construction  jobs  than  would  the  project.  At  buildout,  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  result 
in  approximately  21,800  jobs,  about  1,320  fewer  jobs  than  would  result  under  the  proposed 
project  and  about  8,300  more  than  existing  employment. 

Impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and 
parking  demand,  and  impacts  caused  by  increased  truck  deliveries  and  construction  would  all  be 
less  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  than  under  buildout  of  the  proposed  project.  There  would 
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be  about  700  fewer  private  parking  spaces  and  300  fewer  public  parking  spaces  than  under  the 
project.  This  would  tend  to  disperse  more  vehicles  over  a  larger  area  as  drivers  would  need  to 
find  parking  spaces  farther  from  the  project  area.  Under  the  No-Project  Alternative  (Existing 
Main  Program),  air  quality  impacts  are  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

Though  seismic  hazards  would  remain  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  the  No-Project 
Alternative,  the  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  these  hazards  would  be  less  under  the  No- 
Project  Alternative. 

The  effects  of  the  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed  project 
and  the  No-Project  Alternative.  As  with  seismic  impacts,  the  population  that  might  be  exposed 
to  potential  hazardous  wastes  discovered  during  excavation  for  building  construction  would  be 
less  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  than  under  the  proposed  project.  Since  the  amount  of  open 
space  proposed  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  is  greater  than  that  of  the  Revised  Main 
Program,  it  is  likely  that  a  slightly  greater  demand  for  groundwater  for  landscaping  irrigation 
would  occur. 

ALTERNATIVE  1 

Under  Alternative  1,  the  area  proposed  for  designation  as  a  Residential/Service  Mixed  Use 
District  in  the  southern  portion  of  YBC  under  the  proposed  project  (all  of  blocks  WB-3,  SB-1, 
SB-2,  and  SB-3  )  would  be  designated  as  Service/Secondary  Office  District  instead,  allowing 
office  development  in  that  portion  of  YBC  rather  than  encouraging  additional  residential 
development.  The  height  and  bulk  district  for  that  area  would  remain  as  proposed  under  the 

•  project.  Changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  would  allow  development  of 
52,000  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space  on  CB-2  in  lieu  of 
43,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses;  development  of  1 1,000  square 
feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and  44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial 
space  in  lieu  of  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space;  and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of 
office  space,  10,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in 
lieu  of  300,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco 

•  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and  20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  Alternative  1  would  allow 
development  of  75  market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed 
under  the  project. 
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Under  Alternative  1  many  of  the  changes  proposed  under  the  project  development  scenario  and 
their  associated  impacts  would  occur.  Generally,  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of 
office  uses  in  an  area  that,  under  the  proposed  project,  would  be  designated  to  encourage 
residential  development.  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  that  would 
ameliorate  conditions  in  the  downtown  area  would  occur  under  this  alternative.  The  provisions 
of  the  proposed  project  that  would  generally  encourage  residential  uses  within  the  YBC  RSD 
District,  and  that  would  mandate  the  construction  of  housing  in  conjunction  with  the 
development  of  non-residential  uses  in  particular,  would  be  eliminated.  Alternative  1  would 
increase  the  population  of  YBC  by  about  585  people,  1,110  fewer  than  the  1,795  additional 
people  anticipated  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  or  15  fewer  than  the  600  additional  people 
anticipated  under  the  No-Project  Alternative.  Alternative  1  would  generate  the  need  for 
approximately  6,040  temporary  person-years  of  construction  employment  due  to  development 
construction  needs,  representing  an  additional  480  construction  workers  than  the  Revised  Main 
Program  and  790  more  than  the  No-Project  Alternative.  At  buildout,  Alternative  1  would  result 
in  about  26,680  total  jobs,  which  is  approximately  4,880  more  jobs  than  were  proposed  under 
the  Existing  Main  Program  and  about  3,560  more  jobs  than  are  proposed  under  the  Revised 
Main  Program. 

Impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and 
parking  demand,  and  impacts  caused  by  increased  truck  deliveries  and  construction  would  all  be 
greater  under  Alternative  1  than  under  buildout  of  the  proposed  project.  There  would  be  about 
865  more  private  parking  spaces,  and  125  fewer  public  parking  spaces,  than  under  the  project. 
This  would  tend  to  concentrate  more  vehicle  trips  through  YBC-specific  intersections  rather  than 
dispersing  them  over  a  larger  area.  Under  Alternative  1 ,  air  quality  impacts  are  expected  to  be 
greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Emissions  and  consequent  air  quality  impacts  during 
peak-hour  travel  are  expected  to  be  approximately  ten  percent  greater  than  with  the  project. 
However,  transportation-related  emissions  associated  with  the  project  and  with  Alternative  1 
would  contribute  less  than  0. 1  %  to  the  transportation-related  emission  inventory  for  San 
Francisco  in  the  analysis  year  2000,  which  is  below  the  one  percent  threshold  established  by  the 
BAAQMD  defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air  quality. 

Seismic  hazards  would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  1 .  The 
population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would  be  less  for  an  earthquake  that 
occurred  during  nighttime  hours  and  greater  for  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  daytime 
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hours.  The  effects  of  the  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed 
project  and  Alternative  1 .  As  with  seismic  impacts,  the  population  that  might  be  exposed  to 
potential  hazardous  wastes  discovered  during  excavation  for  building  construction  would  be 
greater  under  Alternative  1  than  under  the  proposed  project.  Since  the  amount  of  open  space 
proposed  under  Alternative  1  is  greater  than  that  under  the  Revised  Main  Program,  it  is  likely 
that  a  slightly  greater  demand  for  groundwater  for  landscaping  irrigation  would  occur. 
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I.  BACKGROUND 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  is  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Subsequent  EIR)  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
EE.  77.220  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  YBC  FEIR).  which  was  certified  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  on  April  25,  1978.  The 
purpose  of  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  to  update  the  environmental  analyses  for  Yerba  Buena  Center 
contained  in  the  earlier  documents  and  provide  environmental  information  to  the  public  and 
decision-makers  in  connection  with  the  approval  of  (1)  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 

•  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Redevelopment  Plan),  and  (2)  changes  to  the 
scope  of  development  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  portion  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 

•  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC),  which  includes  CB-1,  CB-2, 
CB-3,  and  EB-2. 

The  1978  YBC  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  then-proposed  George  R. 
Moscone  Convention  Center  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Moscone  Center)  and  alternative 
development  scenarios  for  YBC.  On  July  21,  1981,  a  first  supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
was  certified.  That  document,  entitled  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Supplement,  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement),  further  analyzed  in 
more  detail  potential  development  on  two  blocks  within  YBC.  A  second  supplement  to  the  1978 
YBC  FEIR.  entitled  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  Second  Supplement. 
82.35E  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement),  was  certified  on  January  4, 
1983.  That  document  updated  the  environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and 
the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

This  Subsequent  EIR  updates  the  environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and 
the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements.  It  follows  the  format  in  the  original  1978  YBC 
FEIR.  since  it  is  designed  as  a  subsequent  EIR  and  not  a  new  separate  EIR.  This  Subsequent 
EIR  evaluates  the  potentially  significant  environmental  effects  associated  with  the  currently 
proposed  YBC  Redevelopment  project.  The  analyses  contained  herein  address  project-specific 
impacts  and  cumulative  impacts  to  which  the  project  would  contribute. 
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I.  Background 


This  Subsequent  EER  incorporates  information  from  Program  EIRs  that  have  been  previously 
published.  Most  of  this  information  is  related  to  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  growth 

•  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VI. A.  1  to  VI.0. 1  (Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990, 
Case  No.  86.505E),  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  50  to  181  (final  EIR  certified  December  7, 
1989,  Case  No.  85.463E),  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  pp.  IV. A.  1  to  IV.K.18  (Final  EIR 
certified  October  18,  1984,  Case  No.  EES  1.3).  Some  background  information  for  existing  and 
future  (year  2000)  cumulative  conditions  contained  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  based  on  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  covers  the  impacts  of  potential  development  in  a  300- 
acre  area  just  south  of  the  greater  downtown,  from  Townsend  Street  to  Mariposa  Street,  east  of 
the  1-280  freeway.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  analyzes  impacts  of  development  under  the 
proposed  South  of  Market  Plan  development  controls  and  alternatives  in  the  area  generally  south 
of  Market  Street  to  the  Mission  Bay  planning  area  and  east  of  U.S.  101  to  the  Rincon  Hill  area 
east  of  Second  Street.  The  Downtown  Plan  EER  analyzes  the  impacts  of  various  development 
policy  alternatives  in  the  C-3  (Downtown)  zoning  districts  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  include  the  most  current  estimates  of 
employment  growth  for  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  for  the  rest  of  the  City;  analysis  and 
conclusions  regarding  overall  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the  future;  and  cumulative  air 
quality  information.  (The  term  Downtown  &  Vicinity  means  the  C-3  Districts  and  the  areas 
around  it:  South  of  Market,  Mission  Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center,  and  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront.  See  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  IV.4-5.)  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
contains  other  cumulative  impact  information  regarding  seismic  effects  that  also  are  applicable 
to  the  proposed  project. 

Where  information  from  these  area-wide  EIRs  is  presented  in  this  Subsequent  EIR. 
incorporation  by  reference  with  a  summary  is  used  pursuant  to  CEQA  Sections  21061  and 
21 100  (see  also  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15150).  Documents  incorporated  by  reference 
are  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450 
McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco;  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  various  branch  libraries. 

Like  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.  this  document  analyzes  the  environmental  effects  of  development 
throughout  YBC,  updates  the  reader  as  to  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  YBC  vicinity  and  in 
proposed  intensities  and  location  of  development  throughout  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project 

•  Area. 
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I.  Background 


Although  this  Subsequent  EIR  may  be  read  independent  of  the  previous  environmental 
documentation,  its  organization  parallels  that  of  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  and 
the  original  1978  YBC  FEER.  Much  of  the  description  and  analysis  in  these  previous  documents 
remains  valid  and  useful.  Accordingly,  where  appropriate,  this  Subsequent  EIR  refers  to, 
incorporates  and  summarizes  material  from  the  1978  YBC  FE1R  and  the  First  and  Second  YBC 
EIR  Supplements.  The  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A)  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  used  the 
previous  environmental  documentation  to  exclude  analysis  of  issues  that  previously  have  been 
adequately  analyzed. 

B.  BRIEF  HISTORY  OF  THE  YBC  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

The  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a  basis  for  fostering 
new  building  and  development  programs  after  World  War  U  in  urban  areas  identified  as  blighted 
under  the  terms  of  the  law.  The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  established  a 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  1948.  In  1953  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as 
redevelopment  area  "D"  in  the  South-of-Market  District.  After  five  years  of  study  and  debate, 
this  decision  was  reversed,  and  in  1958  the  area  was  undesignated  as  a  redevelopment  area. 
However,  in  1961,  this  decision  was  in  turn  reversed,  and  area  "D"  (later  to  become  YBC)  was 
redesignated  with  different  boundaries.  The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  originally  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.  When  planning  and  implementation  of  the  plans 
for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property  acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses  and  residences, 
several  suits  were  filed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some  involved  prolonged  litigation,  and 
resulted  in  substantial  delays  to  the  project.  They  resulted  also  in  project  changes  representing 
expressed  community  interests,  such  as  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly.  The  history  of 
litigation  and  these  various  redevelopment  plans  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
pp.  3-11. 

•  On  August  31,  1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba  Buena  Center,  which  was 
convened  by  Mayor  George  Moscone,  recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan  for 
YBC,  including  an  underground  exhibit  hall  and  financing  mechanisms  for  an  urban  park  on  the 
central  blocks.  On  November  2,  1976,  the  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
approved  a  declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a  convention  exhibit  hall  at  YBC  using 
a  four  percent  hotel  room  tax  to  finance  lease  revenue  bonds,  underground  if  financially 
feasible."  Several  changes  in  permitted  land  use  and  density  in  the  redevelopment  area  were 
incorporated  into  a  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  13,  1979.  The  Moscone 
Center  has  since  been  constructed  and  was  opened  on  December  10,  198 1. 
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I.  Background 


Shortly  after  approval  of  the  Amendment  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  sponsored  an  intensive  competition  to  select  the  team  most  capable  of  developing  the 
central  portions  of  YBC.  In  April  1980,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  issued  a  "Request  for 
Qualifications  (RFQ)  for  the  22-acre  area  of  YBC  known  as  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  (YBG), 
which  is  comprised  of  Central  Blocks  1,  2  and  3  (Assessor's  Blocks  3706,  3723,  and  3724 
respectively;  see  Figure  1,  p.  12).  The  RFQ  contained  guidelines  for  a  general  land  use  program 
derived  from  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  approved  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County.  The  Agency  received  ten  responses  to  the  RFQ  and, 
after  evaluation,  selected  on  November  20,  1980,  a  team  composed  of  the  Marriott  Corporation, 
the  Rouse  Company,  and  Olympia  &  York  for  exclusive  negotiations  to  develop  YBG.  (The 
Rouse  Company  subsequently  withdrew  from  the  developer  partnership.  With  the  completion  of 
the  Marriott  Hotel,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Marriott  Corporation  will  withdraw  from  the 
developer  partnership  by  early  in  1992.)  East  Block  2  (EB-2)  was  also  added  to  the  area  under 
exclusive  negotiations  with  the  YBG  developer. 

After  the  selection  of  Marriott,  Rouse,  and  Olympia  &  York  as  the  YBG  developer,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  YBG  developer  began  a  period  of  exclusive  negotiations 
leading  to  a  proposed  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA).  This  DDA  contained 
the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  certain  YBC  land  would  be  either  sold  and/or  leased  to  the 
YBG  developer.  The  negotiation  process  embraced  the  economics,  design  and  precise 
disposition  terms  of  the  development. 

During  the  negotiations,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  and  the  YBG  developer  received 
guidance  from  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  in  establishing  parameters  for:  (1)  the 
general  design  principles  applicable  to  Central  Blocks  2  and  3;  (2)  general  design  principles 
applicable  to  urban  design  of  Central  Blocks  2  and  3;  and  (3)  whether  housing  should  be  built  in 
addition  to  other  permitted  uses  on  Central  Block  2. 

Prototypical  design  concepts  were  considered  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission, 
which  received  public  comment.  At  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981 ,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles  embodied  in  the  "Plaza  Tower 
Variant"  prototype  for  Central  Block  1  (CB-1),  which  has  a  square  plaza  and  rectilinear  towers 
that  were  broken  frequently  into  horizontal  and  vertical  setbacks.  As  to  Central  Blocks  2  and  3 
(CB-2  and  CB-3),  the  Commission  further  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles 
embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled  "The  Esplanade,"  which  was  an  open  plaza  from 


4 


I.  Background 


St.  Patrick's  Church  to  the  Moscone  Center.  Finally,  the  Commission  indicated  it  would  reserve 
any  expression  of  preference  either  in  favor  of  or  against  housing  on  Central  Block  2.  These 
concepts  then  underwent  refinement  through  the  negotiation  process. 

In  1982,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  focused  on  a  single  development  proposal  for  YBC  called 
the  "Main  Program",  which  was  the  subject  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  On  December 
19,  1984,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  entered  into  a  DDA  with  the  YBG  developer.  The  YBG 
DDA  governs  the  development  and  operation  of  a  mixed-use  development  on  approximately 
24.5  acres  of  land  in  the  central  portion  of  YBC  (CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2).  The  DDA 
contemplated  a  development  program  similar  but  not  identical  to  the  Main  Program  analyzed  in 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  At  the  time  of  approval  of  the  DDA,  the  Agency 
Commission  adopted  findings  pursuant  to  CEQA  that  the  uses  authorized  in  the  DDA  were 
analyzed  in  the  environmental  documentation  and  adopted  mitigation  measures. 

The  YBG  DDA  proposed  development  of  these  four  blocks  in  three  phases.  Phase  One  provided 
for  development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  on  CB-1.  Phase  Two  provided  for  development  of  the 
CB-1  office  building  and  entertainment  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1,  CB-2  and  CB-3.  Phase  Three 
provided  for  development  of  EB-2.  The  YBG  developer  has  completed  Phase  One  and,  with 
renegotiation  of  the  DDA  to  accommodate  the  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-2, 
Phase  Two  has  been  modified  to  include  only  the  CB-1  office  building  and  CB-1  retail. 
Amendments  already  adopted  to  the  YBG  DDA  provide  the  mechanisms  to  accomplish 
development  through  Phase  Two. 

The  original  DDA  created  a  parking  parcel  underneath  CB-2.  To  allow  expansion  of  the 
Moscone  Convention  Center  into  the  area  previously  reserved  for  parking,  the  Fourth  through 
the  Seventh  Amendments  to  the  DDA  provided  that  the  developer  would  release  the  CB-2 
parking  parcel,  thus  making  possible  the  underground  expansion  of  convention  exhibit  and 
•  meeting  space  that  was  approved  by  the  voters  on  that  block,  and  would  release  a  portion  of  the 
EB-2  Residential  Parcel  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation  on  CB-1.  It  also  set  forth  a  process  and 
a  deadline  for  renegotiation  of  the  uses  permitted  on  the  surface  of  CB-2  and,  as  applicable,  on 
CB-3,  to  resolve  issues,  among  others,  relating  to  the  redesign  of  surface  uses,  operation  and 
maintenance,  the  scope  and  timing  of  development,  parking,  and  service  facilities.  The 
Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study  (Moscone  Expansion  I.S.)  examined  the 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  approval  of  the  Sixth  Amendment  and  found  that  the  impacts 
of  the  expansion  were  covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  no 
new  EIR  was  required. 
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•  In  1991,  there  was  a  possibility  that  the  existing  YBG  DDA  would  be  amended  to  change  the 
scope  of  development  for  YBG.  However,  Olympia  &  York  did  not  meet  certain  financing 
milestones  under  the  YBG  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  retained  only  the  rights  to  develop  an  office 
building  and  retail  uses  on  CB- 1 .  The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to  continue  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  solicit  developers  to  develop  the  blocks  comprising  YBG  in  the  manner 
contemplated  and,  as  a  result,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  within  YBG.  These  changes  affect  the  amount  and  timing  of  development  on  part 
of  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2.  These  changes  also  would  establish  the  financial 
terms  and  conditions  for  the  conveyance  of  the  two  office  parcels  on  EB-2  to  any  subsequent 
developer,  including  payment  of  certain  exactions  on  the  square  footages  of  the  proposed  EB-2 
office  buildings.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  assumed  responsibility  for 
development  of  CB-3.  The  proposed  changes  will  be  the  subject  of  further  public  hearing  and 
comment,  after  which  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  will  consider  the  amendment  for 
approval.  The  proposed  changes  will  not  be  approved  until  environmental  review  on  the  uses 
under  consideration  has  been  completed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  and  the  public,  using  this  Subsequent  EIR  together  with  the  First  and 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  and  the  YBC  FEIR.  In  1992,  YBG  failed  to  make  a  scheduled 
payment  toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG 
have  negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March  1,  1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option 
and  pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived  in 
substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitled  to  build  the  same  physical  development  it  was  entitled  to 
build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  also  has  entered  into  a  separate  DDA  with  the  Museum  of  Modern 
Art  for  a  200,000-square-foot  facility  on  EB-2  and  a  separate  Land  Disposition  Agreement 
(LDA)  with  Griffin/Related  Properties  for  a  492,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-1. 
These  uses  were  included  in  the  Main  Program  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
and  are  included  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  as  part  of  the  future  approved  building  program  and  not 
as  new  uses. 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION 

Generally  speaking,  the  environmental  documentation  accompanying  the  administrative  process 
described  above  has  proceeded  from  the  general  to  the  specific.  In  1978,  the  YBC  FEIR 
evaluated  four  prototypical  alternatives  to  YBC  ranging  from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively 
high  density.  The  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  investigated  in  more  detail  specific 
proposals  for  limited  portions  of  the  YBC  area.  This  current  Subsequent  EIR  updates  these 
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previous  documents  with  emphasis  on  the  proposed  area-wide  plan  changes  envisioned  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.  Each  of  these  previous  YBC  environmental  documents  is  described 
below. 

EARLY  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS  ISSUED  IN  1973. 

An  early  redevelopment  program  for  the  YBC  area  was  the  subject  of  an  EIR  issued  in  May 
1973  with  an  addendum  published  in  July  1973,  and  a  federal  Environment  Impact  Statement 
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issued  in  October  1974.  These  earlier  documents  are  no  longer  of  importance  since  the 
redevelopment  program  was  changed  and  these  environmental  documents  were  superseded  by 
the  documents  described  below.  The  earlier  EIR  and  EIS  are  not  referred  to  further  in  this 
document. 

THE  1978  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

(EE  77.220). 

The  YBC  FEIR  was  jointly  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  It  evaluated  and  discussed  four  alternative  development 
scenarios  for  the  entire  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  and  possible  variants,  in  as  close  to 
equal  detail  as  appropriate. 

The  alternatives  were  selected  so  as  to  present  a  range  of  potential  development  alternatives 
from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high  density,  with  a  corresponding  range  of  potential 
impacts: 

Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  then  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  and  included  a 
hotel  and  apparel  mart  on  Central  Block  2,  a  convention  center  and  about  six  million 
square  feet  of  office  space. 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba 
Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central  Block  2  (CB-2),  a 
•  convention  center,  a  recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2,  and  about  three  million 

square  feet  of  office  space. 

Alternative  C  was  derived  from  various  public  comments  and  suggestions  in  the  earlier 
1973  EIR  and  EIS  and  included  a  two-block  park  on  Central  Blocks  2  and  3  surrounded  by 
housing,  2.7  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  and  no  convention  center. 

Alternative  D.  the  "no  action"  alternative,  was  based  on  revocation  of  the  Redevelopment 
Plan,  and  subsequent  private  development  in  compliance  with  existing  zoning.  This 
resulted  in  office  and  retail  on  Central  Block  1,  six  million  square  feet  of  "Downtown 
Support"  uses  largely  on  Central  Block  2  and  Central  Block  3,  and  4.5  million  square  feet 
of  office  space.  It  included  no  convention  center. 

In  addition  to  these  four  alternatives,  the  YBC  FEIR  also  analyzed  a  November  1977  Tentative 
Proposal  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  which  was  a  combination  of  elements  from  Alternatives 
A  and  B.  However,  none  of  these  alternatives  was  singled  out  as  "the  project." 

The  YBC  FEIR  was  certified  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  on  April  25,  1978  and  served  as  the  environmental  documentation  for  approval  of 
the  Amendment  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  on  August  13,  1979  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 
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YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  SUPPLEMENT 
(EE  81.27) 

The  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  was  jointly  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  as  a  supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.  It  was 
prepared  after  issuing  the  Request  For  Qualifications  and  during  the  redevelopment  team 
selection  process  in  late  1980  and  early  1981.  It  was  occasioned  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency's  consideration  of  certain  development  concepts  for  Central  Block  1  (Assessor's  Block 
3706)  and  proposal  for  construction  of  a  private  high  school  on  Southern  Block  4  (Assessor's 
Block  3763). 

Although  these  development  concepts  were  consistent  with  the  land  use  program  outlined  in  the 
RFQ  and  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  they  differed  from  any  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in 
the  1978  YBC  FEIR.  These  differences  included  the  proposal  on  Central  Block  1  of 
2,200  transient  tourist  hotel  rooms,  500  market-rate  dwelling  units,  and  the  acquisition  and 
development  of  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  Building  site  at  49  Fourth  Street, 
adjacent  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The  1978  YBC  FEIR  had  considered  only 
700  hotel  rooms  on  the  block  as  a  variant  of  Alternatives  A  and  D  and  as  part  of  the  Tentative 
Proposal  (YBC  FEIR  pp.  56-57),  and  did  not  include  the  GSA  site.  This  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  provided  environmental  information  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  when  they  amended  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  to  include  the  GSA 
Building  site  on  November  2,1981. 

YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  SECOND 
SUPPLEMENT  (82.35  E) 

Like  the  First  YBC  EER  Supplement,  the  document  was  jointly  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  It  provided  environmental 
information  to  the  public  and  decision-makers  in  connection  with  the  approval  of  a  DDA 
between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  YBG  developer. 

The  document  was  based  on  a  Main  Program  for  all  of  YBC.  The  development  proposals  for 
much  of  YBC  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  were  more  advanced  than  those 
presented  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  especially  in  the  Central  Blocks.  In  addition,  in  portions  of  YBC 
new  buildings  had  already  been  constructed,  were  under  construction,  or  plans  had  been 
approved,  and  the  Moscone  Center  had  been  opened  on  CB-3.  Thus,  while  the  YBC  FEIR  chose 
to  examine  four  alternative  prototype  scenarios  for  YBC  (and  several  variants)  in  equal  detail 
choosing  no  one  alternative  as  "the  project,"  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  focused  on  one 
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Main  Program  which  incorporated  those  developments.  Several  variants  to  the  Main  Program, 
which  refer  to  variations  on  individual  blocks,  were  included  as  well.  The  Main  Program 
consisted  of  uses  and  floor  areas  for  each  block  in  YBC.  For  the  peripheral  blocks,  the  Main 
Program  and  variants  reflected  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staffs  best  estimates  of  floor  areas 
and  uses  which  were  reasonable  and  likely  to  occur.  In  some  cases,  those  estimates  were  simply 
derived  from  the  maximum  height,  bulk,  and  use  limitations  contained  in  the  Redevelopment 
Plan  for  YBC  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  Where  buildings  already 
were  in  place,  under  construction,  or  approved,  the  Main  Program  and  variants  adopt  the 
existing  or  approved  uses  and  floor  areas. 

For  the  Central  Blocks  of  YBC,  the  uses  and  floor  areas  in  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants 
reflected  the  fact  that  these  central  blocks  were  the  subject  of  exclusive  negotiations  between  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  staff  and  the  YBG  developer.  In  order  to  ensure  an  environmental 
analysis  of  reasonable  "worst  case"  effects,  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  generally 
considered  the  maximum  in  the  range  of  amounts  under  negotiation. 

MOSCONE  CONVENTION  CENTER  EXPANSION  INITIAL  STUDY 

In  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  B,  which  allowed  for  the  sale  of  a 
maximum  of  $140  million  of  lease-revenue  bonds  to  finance  the  expansion  of  the  Moscone 
Center.  The  original  DDA  between  the  YBG  developer  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  created 
a  parking  parcel  underneath  Central  Block  2  (CB-2).  In  order  to  allow  expansion  of  the 
Moscone  Center  on  CB-2,  a  Sixth  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  provided  that  YBG 
Associates  release  the  parking  parcel  to  accommodate  expansion  of  the  convention  exhibit  and 
meeting  spaces,  was  executed. 

The  purpose  of  the  Moscone  Center  Initial  Study  was  to  review  the  environmental 
documentation  for  YBC  and  determine  whether  it  adequately  covered  potential  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  convention  center  expansion.  The  conclusion  of  the  Initial  Study  was 
that  the  impacts  associated  with  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  were  the  same  as  or  less  than 
those  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements.  Thus,  no 
supplemental  EIR  was  necessary. 

YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  SUBSEQUENT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

(91.355E) 

This  is  the  present  document  and  is  referred  to  herein  as  the  Subsequent  EIR.  Since  it  is  a 
subsequent  document  and  not  a  new  EIR,  its  general  purpose  is  to  update  the  environmental 
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analysis  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  in  light  of  ( 1 )  changes  that  have 

•  occurred  since  1982  and  (2)  the  proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and 
CB-2  in  YBG. 

•  The  approach  of  this  document  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  IH.  Sections  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  Final  EIR  (including  Appendices  and  Responses  to  Comments)  and  the  First  and  Second 

•  YBC  EIR  Supplements  (including  the  Summaries  of  Comments  and  Responses)  that  contain 
relevant  information  are  incorporated  into  this  document  by  reference,  as  provided  for  in  Section 
15149  of  the  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

•  (CEQA)  (CAC  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3).  Where  incorporated,  relevant  portions  of  these 

•  documents  are  briefly  summarized  and  reference  page  numbers  are  provided.  In  addition,  the 
Initial  Study  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  included  discussions  of  and  references  to  various  topics 
covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  needed  no  further 
elaboration  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  and,  therefore,  were  focused  out  of  this  document  (see 
Appendix  A,  including,  for  example,  pp.  A- 19  to  A-21,  A-23,  A-24,  etc.).  Copies  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  and  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  offices  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.  The  Initial  Study  for  this 
Subsequent  EIR  (Case  91.355E)  used  the  previous  environmental  documentation  to  exclude 
analysis  of  issues  that  previously  have  been  adequately  analyzed  (see  Appendix  A). 

D.  DECISION-MAKING  PROCEDURES 

As  in  the  processing  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  will  act  as  joint  lead 
agencies  for  this  Subsequent  EIR.  Pursuant  to  Section  15085(g)  of  CEQA,  these  two  decision- 
making bodies  must  certify  that  they  have  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in 
the  Subsequent  EIR  before  approval  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments  by  the  City 

•  Planning  Commission  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  YBG 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  must  review  and  consider  the  Subsequent  EIR  prior  to  acting  on  the  amendments  to 
the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  responsibility  for  implementation  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  vested  in  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  which  is  authorized  to  acquire  and  sell  land  parcels,  establish 
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conditions  of  use,  and  review  and  approve  development  plans.  This  authorization  flows  from 
the  State  Community  Redevelopment  Law  by  means  of  the  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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A.  REGIONAL  AND  LOCAL  CONTEXT  OF  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  PROTECT  AREA 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  area  (see  Figures  1  and  2)  is  part  of  the  larger  South-of-Market 
district  of  San  Francisco,  which  extends  generally  from  Second  Street  on  the  east  to  Eleventh 
Street  on  the  west,  and  from  Mission  Street  on  the  north  to  Townsend  and  Division  Streets  on 
the  south  (generally,  Census  Tracts  176,  178,  179,  180).  The  South-of-Market  district  is 
different  from  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  in  several  respects.  The  street  pattern  is  skewed 
approximately  45°  from  the  typical  north-south  and  east-west  orientation  of  most  San  Francisco 
grids.  (For  ease  of  description,  and  in  line  with  local  custom,  the  northeast-southwest  oriented 
streets  such  as  Mission,  Howard,  and  Folsom  Streets  are  considered  as  east-west  streets  in  this 
report,  and  the  northwest-southeast  oriented  streets  such  as  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  are 
considered  as  north-south  streets.)  The  South-of-Market  district  is  generally  flat  (see  Figure  24, 
p.  1 93  of  the  YBC  FEIR).  These  blocks  are  the  largest  in  the  City,  measuring  825  feet  on  the 
east-west  streets  and  550  feet  on  the  north-south  streets. 

The  South-of-Market  district  serves  as  the  entrance  to  downtown  San  Francisco  for  persons 
coming  from  the  east  via  the  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Bay  Bridge  or  from  the  south  via  the 
CalTrain  Peninsula  Commute  Service  and  freeways  serving  Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  Counties 
and  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula.  For  further 

•  information  on  the  context  and  history  of  the  redevelopment  area,  see  pp.  13-25  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

B.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  YBC  AREA  AND  VICINITY 

Throughout  the  EIR  the  blocks  in  the  YBC  area  are  designated,  as  indicated  in  Figure  2,  by  a 
combination  of  letters  and  numbers,  with  the  letters  indicating  the  general  location  within  YBC. 
For  example,  EB-1  means  Eastern  Block  1,  the  northernmost  of  the  eastern  blocks. 

Clearance  of  the  YBC  area  began  in  1970.  The  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of 

#  approximately  2,070  individuals  and  227  households,  most  of  whom  were  low-income,  single 
and/or  elderly. 
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Since  the  clearance  activity  in  the  early  1970s,  redevelopment  has  occurred  throughout  YBC  and 
has  included  hotel,  office,  residential,  and  convention  center  uses.  The  dominant  land  use  in  the 
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D.  General  Area  Description 


remaining  undeveloped  YBC  area  is  temporary  surface  parking.  Among  the  buildings  that  were 
not  part  of  the  clearance  activity,  two  on  CB-1,  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation,  have  been  designated  as  landmarks  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  The 
#  structures  currently  under  construction  in  YBC  are  the  underground  expansion  of  the  Moscone 
Center  on  CB-2  and  the  Center  for  the  Visual  Arts  Theater  and  Visual  Arts  Center  on  the  eastern 
portion  of  CB-2. 

Several  forms  of  transit  serve  Yerba  Buena  Center  directly  or  indirectly.  The  transit  routes 
serving  YBC  directly  (transit  vehicles  passing  through  or  on  the  borders  of  YBC)  include  those 
of:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni);  San  Mateo  County  Transit  (SamTrans);  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District  Transit  (Golden  Gate  Transit)  buses;  and  the 
Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART)  District.  These  routes  are  located  principally  on  Market, 
Mission,  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  in  the  east-west  direction,  and  Third,  Fourth  and  Fifth 
Streets  in  the  north-south  direction.  Indirect  service  (transit  agencies  with  terminals  outside 
YBC,  but  accessible  by  walking,  direct  transit  or  taxi)  includes  the  Alameda  -  Contra  Costa 
Transit  District  (A-C  Transit),  CalTrain  Peninsula  Commute  Service  and  the  Golden  Gate 
Transit  ferry  system. 

The  eastern  portion  of  the  YBC  area  abuts  the  southern  extension  of  the  Financial  District  along 
New  Montgomery  Street,  and  includes  southward  expansion  of  office  uses  on  Hawthorne, 
Folsom,  and  Third  Streets.  The  Market  Street  gateway  to  YBC,  opposite  Grant  Avenue,  is  at  the 
southeastern  edge  of  the  Union  Square  retail  shopping  and  hotel  district,  a  concentrated 
downtown  activity  area.  The  southern  edge  of  YBC  is  dominated  by  industrial  and  residential 
uses  and  the  elevated  Central  Skyway  structure.  West  of  YBC,  dominant  uses  are  either 
residential  or  commercial  uses  that  relate  to  and  support  the  more-intensive  downtown  activities. 
Sixth  Street  contains  retail  outlets  serving  residents  of  the  area,  and  hotels  catering  to  permanent 
residents. 


13 


M&BKELSIBE6L 


staaisattsiflBa 


TTT 


JESSIE  STREET 


MISSION  STREET 


,W»WV5.IRttl  i 


NATOMA  STREET 


HOWARD  STREET 


TEHAMA  STREET 


CLEMENTINA  STREET 


FOLSOM  STREET 


SHIPLEY  STREET 


clafia  'SYVIeet" 


HARRISON  STREET 


BRYANT  STREET 


BRANNAN  STREET 


_J 


r — r 


ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  NUMBERS 


CB-1    CENTRAL  BLOCK  ONE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3706 

CB-2    CENTRAL  BLOCK  TWO 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3723 

CB-3    CENTRAL  BLOCK  THREE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3734 

EB-1    EASTERN  BLOCK  ONE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3707 

EB-2    EASTERN  BLOCK  TWO 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3722 

EB-3    EASTERN  BLOCK  THREE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3735 

SB-1    SOUTHERN  BLOCK  ONE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3752 

SB-2    SOUTHERN  BLOCK  TWO 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3751 

SB-3   SOUTHERN  BLOCK  THREE 
ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3750 

SB-4   SOUTHERN  BLOCK  FOUR 
ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3763 

WB-1   WESTERN  BLOCK  ONE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3705 

WB-2  WESTERN  BLOCK  TWO 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3724 

WB-3  WESTERN  BLOCK  THREE 

ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3733 


REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  BOUNDARY 


Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  EIR  I  87413  ■ 

Figure  2 

Block  Designations  in  YBC 


14 


STEVENSON  STREET 


MINNA STHEET 


ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  NUMBERS 

CB-1 

CENTRAL  BLOCK  ONE 
Ai^cooOH  o  dLUOK  3/06 

CB-2 

CENTRAL  BLOCK  TWO 
AS>afci>SjOH  o  BLOCK  3723 

CB-3 

CENTRAL  BLOCK  THREE 
AiwbooUH  0  dLUOK  3734 

EB-1 

EASTERN  BLOCK  ONE 
AootootJH  0  bLUOK  3/0/ 

EB-2 

EASTERN  BLOCK  TWO 
AoobooUK  0  tJLUOK.  3  /22 

EB-3 

EASTERN  BLOCK  THREE 
Ac^booCJH  0  bLOOK.  3735 

SB-1 

SOUTHERN  BLOCK  ONE 
AbfabbSOR  S  BLOCK  3752 

SB-2 

SOUTHERN  BLOCK  TWO 
AcSijtociOH  S  BLOCK  3751 

SB-3 

SOUTHERN  BLOCK  THREE 
Aootoo<JH  o  bLUOK  o/dO 

SB-4 

SOUTHERN  BLOCK  FOUR 

AoocooUno  bLUUNo/bo 

WB-1 

WESTERN  BLOCK  ONE 
ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3705 

WB-2 

WESTERN  BLOCK  TWO 
ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3724 

WB-3 

WESTERN  BLOCK  THREE 
ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3733 

REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  BOUNDARY 


-Yertxi  law  Center  Sate^mi  EIK  X*4I3  ■ 

Figure  2 

Block  Designations  in  YBC 


14 


HI.  APPROACH  TO  THE  EVALUATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


As  provided  in  Section  15162  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  Guidelines,  this  is  a 
subsequent  EIR  to  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Its  general  purpose  is  to  update  the 
environmental  analysis  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  in  light  of  (1)  changes 
that  have  occurred  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  downtown  San  Francisco,  and  the 
Bay  Area  since  1982  (which  includes  new  information  about  cumulative  development  available 
since  1982),  and  (2)  the  proposed  amendments  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the 
proposed  Amendment  to  the  YBG  DDA,  which  result  in  current  and  more  specific  estimates  of 
the  proposed  development  program  for  YBC.  As  to  the  first  purpose,  the  Initial  Study  and  the 
Setting  and  Impact  sections  of  this  Subsequent  EIR  reflect  the  changes  that  have  occurred  since 
1982.  As  to  the  second  purpose,  the  current  estimates  of  the  likely  development  program  that 
would  result  from  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  and  Amendment  to  the  DDA  have  been 
incorporated  into  this  document  as  the  "Revised  Main  Program,"  which  serves  as  the  project  for 
purposes  of  analysis  in  this  Subsequent  EIR. 

The  tool  for  presenting  the  proposed  amendments  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  the  Revised  Main 
Program.  The  environmental  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  are  compared  to  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  as  modified  by  the  approved  DDA  and  analyzed  in 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program). 
Where  the  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  differ  from  the  impacts  of  the  DD  A/Existing 
Main  Program,  the  differences  are  discussed  in  this  document.  Where  the  impacts  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  and  were 
adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  and  Second  YBC  FIR  Supplements,  the 

•  information  has  been  referenced  and  summarized  in  the  Initial  Study,  and  is  incorporated  by 

•  reference  into  this  document.  No  further  analysis  of  these  topics  has  been  included  in  this 
document.  Thus,  though  this  document  may  be  read  independently  of  the  Second  YBC  F.TR 
Supplement,  it  is  a  subsequent  EIR  rather  than  a  new  EIR  in  that  it  relies  on  the  environmental 
analysis  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  for  purposes  of  comparison  of 
environmental  effects. 

To  facilitate  comparison  between  the  environmental  analysis  in  the  Second  YBC  F.TR 
Supplement  and  in  this  Subsequent  F.TR  this  document  parallels  the  Second  YBC  F.TR 
Supplement  in  format  and  organization  as  much  as  possible.  Subject  order  and  major  heading 
titles  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  have  been  preserved  as  much  as  possible  in  this 
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ID.  Approach  to  the  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Impacts 


document.  The  block  names  used  in  all  previous  environmental  documents  also  are  used  in  this 
document.  Exact  building  design  and  placement  have  not  been  determined  for  all  the  uses  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program.  In  some  sections  of  this  document  an  assumed  building  placement  on  a 
block  is  necessary  to  perform  an  analysis  (e.g.,  transportation,  air  quality).  In  each  case,  the 
building  placement  is  chosen  to  present  a  conservative  environmental  analysis. 
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IV.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  the  Downtown  Plan  in  1985  and  the  South  of 
Market  Plan  in  1990.  Those  two  planning  documents  address  development  in  the  areas 
surrounding  YBC.  In  an  effort  to  create  congruency  between  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  and 
the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  is  in  the  process 
•  of  amending  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes 
changing  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG.  A  detailed  description  of  the  amendments  and  the 
changes  to  the  scope  of  development  follows. 

Flowing  from  these  amendments  is  the  Revised  Main  Program,  which  is  one  likely  development 
scenario  that  could  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project.  The  uses  evaluated  in  this 
Subsequent  EIR  represent  the  program  of  land  uses  for  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area 
currently  (1991)  under  consideration  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  Under  the 
Revised  Main  Program,  eleven  of  YBC's  thirteen  blocks  would  be  developed  with  different 
mixtures  and  square  footages  than  those  previously  considered  in  the  Main  Program  as  modified 
by  the  approved  DDA  and  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  only  two  blocks 
that  contain  the  same  uses  and  square  footages  as  those  described  in  the  Main  Program  presented 
in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are  WB- 1  and  EB- 1 .  All  blocks  have  been  included  in  this 
Subsequent  EIR  to  provide  both  the  public  and  the  decision  makers  with  a  description  of  the 
effects  of  the  most  recently  proposed  program  for  YBC  as  a  whole,  and  to  facilitate  comparisons 
between  the  analysis  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  and  that  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (see 
Chapter  III). 

A.  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

A  major  element  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  the  implementation  of  a  parallel  planning 
process  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  would  make  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent, 
where  appropriate,  with  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use  designations  of  relevant  sections  of  the 
current  City  Planning  Code.  These  relevant  sections  implement  portions  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be 
implemented  through  the  use  of  design  guidelines.  As  an  implementation  tool,  the  design 
guidelines  are  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 
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IV.  Project  Description 


Figure  3  shows  the  existing  land  use  districts  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  Figure  4  shows  the 
proposed  land  use  districts  in  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  proposed  amendment  to 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  affect  only  those  parcels  not  currently  covered  by  either  a 
disposition  and  development  agreement  (DDA)  or  a  land  disposition  agreement  (LDA). 
Figure  5  shows  those  parcels  excluded  from  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  by  virtue  of 
these  agreements,  including  parcels  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA.  For  those  parcels  subject  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments,  all  applicable  restrictions  and  requirements  of  the  zoning 
classifications  as  implemented  in  the  current  City  Planning  Code  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  would  apply.  Future  development  on  those  parcels  excluded  from  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would  be  governed  by  existing  agreements  and  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  existing  1979  Redevelopment  Plan.  For  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2,  the 
•  YBG  DDA  and  amendments  thereto,  including  the  changes  to  the  scope  and  timing  of 

development  that  is  part  of  the  project,  would  govern  future  development  in  those  blocks./ 1/  For 
EB-1,  the  Griffin/Related  LPA  would  govern  future  development  on  that  block. 

For  those  parcels  indicated  in  Figure  4,  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  include 
changes  to  the  Land  Use  and  Standards  for  Development  sections  of  the  current  Redevelopment 
Plan.  The  density,  housing,  off-street  parking,  off-street  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle 
parking,  and  open  space  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  revised.  In  addition, 
several  new  standards  regarding  policy  objectives,  such  as  ensuring  user  comfort  in  public 
spaces,  providing  child  care  and  transportation  management  programs  in  connection  with 
development  projects,  and  ameliorating  the  impacts  of  commuting  in  downtown  areas,  would 
become  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  Since  the  City  Planning  Code  sections  implementing 
the  Downtown  Plan  primarily  relate  to  commercial  uses  and  the  City  Planning  Code  sections 
implementing  the  SOM  Plan  primarily  relate  to  housing,  the  actual  impact  associated  with 
incorporation  of  the  plans  into  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  is  dependent  on  the  particular 
development  scenario  under  consideration.  Major  relevant  provisions  of  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  include: 

•      Urban  Fonn/Density/Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR).  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  reduce 
the  base  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  in  Redevelopment  Area  Land  Use  Districts  by  as  much  as  64%, 
with  allowances  for  new  exemptions  from  the  FAR  calculation.  Under  the  current  Redevelopment 
Plan,  the  basic  FAR  for  the  Downtown  Office  District  is  14.0  to  1,  whereas  the  FAR  for  C-3-0 
(SD)  (a  City  Planning  Code  designation  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan)  is  6.0  to  1.  Under  the 
current  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  base  FAR  for  the  Business  Services  and  Light  Industry  District  is 
5.0  to  1,  whereas  the  FAR  for  RSD  (a  City  Planning  Code  designation  implementing  the  SOM 
Plan)  is  4.0  to  1  and  5.0  to  1  (the  FAR  for  the  RSD  district  is  5.0  to  1  north  of  Clementina  Street 
and  4.0  to  1  south  of  Clementina  Street).  Adoption  and  implementation  of  the  land  use 
designations  shown  in  Figure  4  would  result  in  the  following  FARs: 
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IV.  Project  Description 
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C-3-R 
C-3-S 
RSD 
SSO 


C-3-0  (SD) 


6.0:1 
6.0:1 
5.0:1 


5.0:1  and  4.0:1 


Public  Use  District  ("P  District") 


4.0:1 
5.0:1 


In  addition,  the  amendment  Redevelopment  Plan  would  change  an  FAR  for  one  parcel  on 
EB-2  that  is  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA.  The  FAR  for  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of 
Third  and  Howard  Street  would  change  from  7.0:1  to  14.0:1  under  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  to  accommodate  development  on  that  parcel  under  the  DDA. 

By  incorporating  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan, 
provides  for  expansion  of  the  allowable  FAR  by  using  transferable  development  rights 
(TDR)  (see  discussion  below).  The  FAR  can  also  be  increased  in  the  C-3-S  District  to 
allow  for  construction  of  housing  that  is  affordable  for  middle-income  households  (see 
Section  124(f),  City  Planning  Code).  Subject  to  certain  conditions,  the  following  uses  are 
exempted  from  the  FAR  limits:  live/work  units  in  the  RSD  District;  space  dedicated  to 
child-care,  cultural  and  religious  activities  and  certain  other  publicly  available  services  in 
the  C-3  and  RSD  Districts;  and  convenience  shopping  and  personal  services  in  the  C-3 
Districts  (see  Sections  102.9(b)  12,  14,  15  and  19  and  124(j),  City  Planning  Code).  In 
addition  to  the  FAR  increases  allowed  using  TDR,  the  FAR  can  be  augmented  in  all  land 
use  districts  except  Public  Use  Districts  by  the  transfer  of  basic  gross  floor  area  from  a  lot 
occupied  by  a  historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  landmark  to  an  adjacent  development 
lot,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  the  FAR  for  both  lots  together  (see  Section  127, 
City  Planning  Code). 

Urban  Form/Density /Transferable  Development  Rights  (TDR).  Under  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan,  the  base  FAR  within  C-3  Districts  may  be  augmented  by  the 
acquisition  of  TDR  from  lots  (Transfer  Lots)  occupied  by  buildings  specially  designated 
for  preservation.  The  maximum  FAR  augmented  by  TDR  is  18.0:1,  which  represents  a 
300  percent  increase  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District.  In  the  C-3-S  District,  the  FAR  can  be 
increased  50  percent  with  TDR.  The  use  of  TDR  is  restricted  to  intra-district  transfers  in 
C-3  Districts,  except  that  TDR  can  be  transferred  to  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District  from  the  C-3- 
O  and  C-3-R  Districts.  Subject  to  the  restriction  that  the  development  rights  must 
originate  from  a  lot  occupied  by  a  building  with  the  highest  preservation  rating,  TDR  also 
can  be  transferred  to  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District  from  the  C-3-G,  C-3-S  and  Extended 
Preservation  Districts.  TDR  in  the  C-3  Districts  is  not  included  in  the  existing 
Redevelopment  Plan.  Instead  of  TDR,  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  provides 
development  bonuses  of  up  to  20%  for  the  inclusion  in  a  development  project  of  certain 
open  space,  transportation  linkage  or  setback  features  (see  Section  128,  City  Planning 
Code,  and  Sections  2,  3,  and  4,  Redevelopment  Plan.) 

Urban  Form/Building  Height  and  Bulk  Limits.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would 
incorporate  City  Planning  Code  sections  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan's  creation  of  a 
new  bulk  district  (the  S  Bulk  District)  that  has  new  procedures  for  determining  allowable 
building  tower  volumes  and  maximum  floor  areas  and  dimensions  (see  Section  270(d), 
City  Planning  Code).  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  modify  the  current  height 
and  bulk  limits  to  bring  them  into  closer  conformity  with  the  height  and  bulk  limits 
embodied  in  the  City  Planning  Code  for  the  land  use  districts  adjacent  to  YBC,  including 
the  S  Bulk  District.  Figures  6  and  7  (pp.  24  and  25)  show  existing  and  proposed  height 
and  bulk  limits,  respectively. 
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IV.  Project  Description 


In  addition,  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  change  the  height  and  bulk  district 
for  one  parcel  on  EB-2  that  is  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA.  The  height  and  bulk  district  for 
the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  Street  would  change  from  320-1  to 
400-S  under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  to  accommodate  development  on  that 
parcel  under  the  DDA. 

•  Housing.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  include  provisions  for  housing  for 
low-  and  moderate-income  persons  and  incorporates  the  relevant  sections  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  that  implement  the  housing  provisions  of  the  SOM  and  Downtown  Plans. 
The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  emphasizes  the  importance  of  retaining  existing 
housing  in  the  South  of  Market  area  and  of  adding  to  the  housing  stock,  especially 
live/work,  group  and  low-income  housing. 

•  Open  Space.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  require  new  development  projects, 
whether  new  structures  or  substantial  additions  to  existing  structures,  to  provide  publicly 
accessible  open  space  in  the  following  ratios  (square  feet  of  open  space  to  square  feet  of 
occupied  floor  area).  In  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  open  space  ratio  varies  by 
specific  use: 

Land  Use  Designation  Open  Space  Ratio 

C-3-0(SD)  1:50.0 

C-3-R  1:100.0 

C-3-S  1:50.0 

RSD  1:250.0 

SSO  1:90.0 

Public  Use  District  ("P  District")  NA 

The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  provide  a  detailed  inventory  of  permissible  open 
space  types.  It  establishes  criteria  for  user  comfort  as  well  as  public  access,  which  must  be 
available  in  at  least  75  percent  of  the  open  space  during  all  daylight  hours  (see  Section 
138(d),  City  Planning  Code).  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  requires  that  applicants 
for  permits  to  construct  new  office  development  projects  within  the  C-3-O,  C-3-R  and  C- 
3-S  Districts  pay  a  fee,  currently  $2.00  per  gross  square  foot,  to  establish  a  Downtown 
Park  Fund  (see  Section  139,  City  Planning  Code).  The  open  space  standards  for  housing 
are  the  same  in  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  as  in  the  City  Planning  Code,  except  for  a 
new  provision  extending  the  open  space  requirement  to  live/work  units  (see  Sections 
135.2,  135.3,  138,  and  139,  City  Planning  Code  and  Sections  4(b),  5,  7,  and  10, 
Redevelopment  Plan). 

•  Wind  and  Shadow.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  set  threshold  comfort  values 
for  ground-level  windspeeds  with  which  all  new  development  projects  in  C-3  Districts  must 
comply:  ground-level  winds  may  not  exceed,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  time,  year-round 
between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  1 1  m.p.h.  in  pedestrian  use  areas  and  seven  m.p.h.  in 
public  seating  areas  (see  Section  148,  City  Planning  Code).  These  values  are  also 
incorporated  in  special  criteria  and  conditions  for  the  RSD  40-X/85-B  Height  and  Bulk 
District  in  the  SOM  Plan  (see  Section  263.1 1(c),  City  Planning  Code).  The  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  requires  the  design  of  development  projects  to  create  ground  level 
conditions  that  will  not  violate  these  values  or,  in  the  event  they  are  exceeded  on  a  site  prior 
to  project  initiation,  to  restore  them.  New  development  that  exceeds  50  feet  in  height  in  the 
C-3  or  RSD  Districts  is  required  to  reduce  shadow  impacts  on  publicly  accessible  open 
spaces  (see  Section  147,  City  Planning  Code).  Within  the  RSD  40-X/85-B  Height  District, 
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YBC  Redevelopment  Plan 
Existing  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  (1979) 
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Figure  7 

YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Proposed 
Height  and  Bulk  District  Amendments 
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Figure  7 

YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Purposed 
Height  and  Bulk  District  Amendments 


IV.  Project  Description 


new  projects  must  be  designed  to  minimize  shadows  on  "public,  publicly  accessible,  or 
publicly  financed  or  subsidized  private  open  space"  and  shadow  reduction  criteria  must  be 
used  in  evaluating  proposed  projects  over  40  feet  in  height  (see  Section  263. 1 1(b),  City 
Planning  Code).  Under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  open  space  requirements,  open 
spaces  are  required  to  have  direct  access  to  sunlight  if  such  access  is  appropriate  to  the 
general  open  space  type  (see  Sections  135.3(b),  138(d)  and  147,  City  Planning  Code).  In 
specific  areas  of  the  C-3  Districts,  the  design  of  new  projects  is  required  to  maintain  direct 
sunlight  access  to  public  sidewalks  (see  Section  146,  City  Planning  Code).  None  of  these 
requirements  is  contained  in  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Preservation.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  establishes  a  procedure  for  designating 
buildings  and  areas  that  have  special  architectural,  aesthetic  and  historic  merit  within  the 
C-3  Districts  and  for  protecting  them  from  demolition  or  alteration  (see  Article  1 1,  City 
Planning  Code).  As  previously  noted,  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  permit 
new  development  projects  to  receive  additional  square  footage  from  lots  occupied  by 
buildings  designated  for  preservation. 

The  relevant  provisions  of  the  SOM  Plan  that  are  implemented  by  the  City  Planning  Code 
and  incorporated  by  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  adopt  the  TDR  procedure  and 
establish  an  Extended  Preservation  District  within  which  TDR  are  available  (see  Section 
819,  City  Planning  Code). 

Circulation/Parking  Spaces.  The  requirements  for  off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  existing 
Redevelopment  Plan  is  in  conformance  with  the  off-street  parking  requirements  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  includes  the 
stipulation  that  live/work  units  provide  one  parking  space  per  2,000  square  feet  of 
occupied  floor  area  (see  Section  151,  City  Planning  Code).  In  addition,  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  contains  provisions  that  generally  discourage  the  construction  of 
parking  lots  and  the  operation  of  long-term  fee  parking  facilities  (see  Sections  155,  and 
158,  City  Planning  Code). 

Circulation/Freight  Loading  and  Service  Vehicle  Spaces.  The  freight  and  service  vehicle 
loading  space  and  access  requirements  are  more  stringent  in  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM 
Plan  than  those  in  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan 
includes  provisions  for  freight  and  service  vehicle  loading  space  and  access  requirements. 
In  addition,  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  includes  live/work  space  as  a  use  that 
requires  that  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  be  provided  (see  Section  152.1,  City 
Planning  Code)  and  that  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  spaces  must  be  provided  in  an 
enclosed  space  and  be  accessible  via  a  private  service  driveway  that  is  itself  contained 
within  the  enclosed  space.  Freight  elevators  must  be  provided  from  loading  spaces  to  all 
floors  that  contain  the  use  on  the  basis  of  which  the  loading  space  calculation  was 
performed  (see  Section  155,  City  Planning  Code). 

Required  Provision  of  Services.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  contains  a  number  of 
directives  to  the  sponsors  of  development  projects,  particularly  new  office  projects  with 
100,000  gross  square  feet  or  more,  to  provide  certain  services  intended  to  benefit  the 
Downtown  working  population.  These  services  include  child-care  and  job  placement  and 
training  programs  meant  to  encourage  the  employment  in  the  downtown  workforce  of  city 
residents  as  opposed  to  commuters.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  requires  the 
provision  of  transportation  management  programs  intended  to  promote  the  use  of  efficient 
transit  systems  and  to  reduce  peak  traffic  loads  in  the  Downtown  and  South  of  Market 
areas.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Plan  contains  a  public  art  provision  that  requires 
the  sponsors  of  projects  totaling  25,000  square  feet  or  more  to  allocate  an  amount  equal  to 
1  %  of  the  construction  costs  to  works  of  art  that  are  installed  and  maintained  in  clear 
public  view  (see  Sections  149,  163,  164  and  165,  City  Planning  Code). 
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•  B.    CHANGES  TO  THE  SCOPE  OF  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  YERBA  BUENA  GARDEN 

•  Until  January  1992,  a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  set  the  terms  for  the  following:  convey  certain 
parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as  office,  hotel  and  retail  buildings  to  the 
YBG  developer;  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for  development  as  retail  and 
entertainment  uses;  and  the  use  of  land  sales  and  lease  revenue  proceeds  to  finance  the 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-2  and  CB-3.  That  DDA 
would  have  included  construction  of  a  750,000-square-foot  office  building  on  CB-1,  a 
500,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-2,  and  190,000  square  feet  of  retail  and 
entertainment  uses  on  CB-2.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  contemplated 
the  adoption  of  a  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise  the  YBG  DDA  by 
altering  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and  by  revising 
the  timetable  for  that  development.  However,  Olympia  &  York  has  not  met  certain  financing 
milestones  under  the  existing  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  has  retained  only  the  rights  to  develop  an 
office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1.  In  1992,  YBG  failed  to  make  a  scheduled  payment 
toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG  have 
negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March  1,  1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option  and 
pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived  in 
substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitled  to  build  the  same  physical  development  it  was  entitled  to 
build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to  continue  to  have  the  opportunity  to  solicit  developers  to 
develop  the  blocks  comprising  YBG  in  the  manner  contemplated  and,  as  a  result,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  within  YBG.  The 
proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA  would  alter  the  scope 
of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and  revise  the  timetable  for  that 
development.  The  changes  would  result  in  the  potential  to  construct  800,000  square  feet  of 
office  uses  on  EB-2  (300,000  square  feet  more  than  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program)  and 
131,000  square  feet  of  retail  and  entertainment  uses  on  CB-2  (59,000  square  feet  less  than  under 
the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program).  As  a  separate  part  of  the  project,  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  would  change  the  floor  area  ratio  and  height  and  bulk  district  on  the  property  at 
the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  Streets,  which  is  within  the  YBG  DDA  area,  to 
accommodate  future  development  at  the  parcel. 
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•  A  separate  DD  A  covers  the  development  of  a  200,000-square-foot  Museum  of  Modern  Art  on 
EB-2.  In  addition,  a  separate  Land  Disposition  Agreement  (LDA)  with  Griffin/Related 
Properties  covers  the  development  of  a  492,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-1. 

C.  THE  REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM 

•  As  a  result  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG,  the  development  that  would  be  permitted  at  YBC  would  differ  from  that 
of  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  The  Revised  Main  Program  outlines  what  development  is 
likely  to  occur  at  YBC  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  following  components  were  considered  in 
devising  the  Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use 
designations,  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan 

•  Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  changed  by  the 
proposed  scope  of  development  for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded  from 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the  Museum  of 
Modern  Art  DDA).  Table  1  contains  a  list  of  the  uses  proposed  for  each  of  the  YBC  blocks 
under  the 
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TABLE  1 :  REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  BY  BLOCK  (Uses  shown  in  square  feet  except  as  noted) 


REVISED 


LAND  USE 

BLOCK  NO. 

MAIN  PROGRAM 

Office 

CB1 

750,000 

Office  (Rehabilitation) 

CB1 

82  390 

W  Cm  t  O  57  \J 

Hotel  'rooms} 

CB1 

2  270 

Retail/Commercial 

CB1 

1 07,61 0 

Institutional 

CB1 

35  900 

Cultural 

CB1 

30  000 

Open  Space  /a/ 

CB1 

71 ,000 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

CB1 

893 

Retail/Commercial 

CB2 

38  nnn 

Cultural 

CB2 

1  00  000 

ArTiusAmfint/RecrQstion/FntftrtainrnAnt 

CB2 

93  000 

Open  Space  /a/ 

CB2 

21 2,000 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

CB2 

300 

Moscone  Underground  Exhibit  Space 

CB2 

330,000 

Marriott  Undera  round  Hotel  Meetina  Soace 

CB2 

1  30  000 

1  W  V  |  V  w  w 

Convention  Center 

CB3 

650,000 

Convention  Center  Expansion 

CB3 

1 1  0  000 

Amusement/ Recrsat  ion/Entertainment 

CB3 

55  600 

Open  Space  laJ 

CB3 

130,000 

Child  Care 

CB3 

1 0,000 

Office 

EB1 

500,820 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

EB1 

89 

Office 

EB2 

800,000 

Retail/Commercial 

EB2 

20,000 

Housing  -  Market  Rate  (units) 

EB2 

110 

Institutional 

EB2 

13,970 

Cultural 

EB2 

300,000 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

EB2 

820 

Office 

EB3 

1,630,350 

Office  (Rehabilitation! 

WlllVV        y  1  1  O  1  1  CI  td  1 1  1  ICt  11  VI  1  1 

EB3 

25,000 

Retail/Commercial 

EB3 

5,500 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

EB3 

126 

Public  Parking  (spaces) 

EB3 

1,181 

RAtail/f^ftmmArfial 

1 1  ulul  1/  \y  uillllloiwicti 

WB1 

5,500 

Institutional 

WB1 

63,000 

WB2 

300  000 

Retail/Commerical 

WB2 

10,000 

Public  Parking  (spaces) 

WB2 

511 

Office 

WB3 

15,500 

Retail/Commercial 

WB3 

14,800 

Housing  •  Market  Rate  (units) 

WB3 

56 

Housing  -  Subsidized  (units) 

WB3 

578 

Institutional 

WB3 

33,000 

Private  Parking  (spaces) 

WB3 

39 

(Continued) 
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IV.  Project  Description 


TABLE  1 :  REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  BY  BLOCK  (Continued) 


REVISED 

LAND  USE  BLOCK  NO.  MAIN  PROGRAM 

Office  SB1  18,350 

Retail/Commercial  SB1  10,000 

Housing  -  Market  Rate  (units)  SB1  56 

Housing  -  Subsidized  (units)  SB1  65 

Institutional  SB1  23,600 

Private  Parking  (spaces)  SB1  7 

Office  SB2  642,000 

Retail/Commercial  SB2  46,120 

Downtown  Support  SB2  10,500 

Housing  -  Market  Rate  (units)  SB2  583 

Housing  -  Subsidized  (units)  SB2  336 

Public  Parking  (spaces)  SB2  367 

Community  Garden  SB2  18,000 

Retail/Commercial  SB3  28,000 

Housing  -  Market  Rate  (units)  SB3  718 

Private  Parking  (spaces)  SB3  534 

Public  Parking  (spaces)  SB3  166 

Office  SB4  6,000 

Retail/Commercial  SB4  50,525 

Light  Industry  SB4  34,650 

Institutional  SB4  17,075 

TOTALS  BY  LAND  USE 

Office  4,663,020 
Office  (Rehabilitation)  107,390 
Hotel  (rooms)  2,270 
Underground  Hotel  Meeting  Space  130,000 
Convention  Center  1 ,090,000 

Retail/Commercial  336,055 
Downtown  Support  10,500 
Light  Industry  34,650 
Housing  •  Market  Rate  (units)  1,523 
Housing  •  Subsidized  (units)  979 
Institutional  186,545 
Cultural  430,000 
Amusement/Recreation/Entertainment  1 48,600 

Open  Space  /a/  413,000 
Community  Garden  18,000 
Child  Care  10,000 
Private  Parking  (spaces)  2,808 
Public  Parking  (spaces)  2,225 


/a/  Open  Space  includes  pedestrian  concourses,  plazas  and  public  parks. 

SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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IV.  Project  Description 


Revised  Main  Program.  Figure  8  on  p.  34  presents  the  locations  of  the  uses  of  the  Revised  Main 
Program;  areas  where  existing  buildings  and  uses  are  expected  to  remain  are  shown  as  blank. 

Table  2  presents  the  Revised  Main  Program  uses  block-by-block  in  relation  to  what  is  currently 
allowable  for  development  on  each  block  under  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approved 
for  development  under  the  existing  YBG  DDA.  The  Main  Program  presented  in  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  considered  a  development  scenario  that  had  not  been  fully  negotiated  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  YBG  developer.  On  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3  and  EB-2,  some 
numbers  were  presented  as  expected  limits  of  negotiation.  Some  of  these  numbers  from  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  differ  from  those  numbers  eventually  negotiated  under  the  DDA 
as  it  exists.  For  example,  the  amount  of  office  space  analyzed  under  the  Main  Program  in  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  is  500,000  square  feet.  Under  Variant  A,  Reduced-Housing/ 
Increased-  Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1,  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  analyzed 
development  of  900,000  square  feet  of  office  space.  The  amount  of  office  development  on  CB- 
1  currently  proposed  (DD A/Revised  Main  Program)  is  750,000  square  feet,  which  is  150,000 
square  feet  less  than  Variant  A.  Thus,  the  impacts  of  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  fall 
within  the  range  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Please  refer 
to  Table  1  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  32  through  34)  for  the  Main  Program 
figures  and  Table  4  (pages  45  and  46)  for  the  Variants  to  the  Main  Program  (the  Second  YBC 
EIR  Supplement  can  be  reviewed  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  and  at  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency).  The  latter  numbers  present  ranges  of 
potential  development  for  uses  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  and  EB-2  that  were  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC 
EIR  Supplement.  As  explained  previously,  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial 
Study  reviewed  the  expansion  proposed  in  the  Sixth  Amendment  of  the  DDA  and  determined 
that  a  supplemental  EIR  was  not  required.  The  potential  impacts  of  all  other  changes  in  the 
Main  Program  subsequent  to  certification  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  had  been 
considered  in  the  analysis  presented  in  that  document  or  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

A  comparison  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  approved  DD  A/Existing  Main 
Program  shows  that  the  Revised  Main  Program  includes  333,400  more  square  feet  of  office 
space,  70  more  hotel  rooms,  32,000  more  square  feet  of  retail/commercial,  90,400  fewer  square 
feet  of  light  industry,  580  more  market-rate  housing  units,  30  more  subsidized  housing  units, 
100,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  51,400  fewer  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  space,  27,000  fewer  square  feet  of  open  space,  about 
700  more  private  parking  spaces,  and  about  300  more  public  parking  spaces. 
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PRIVATE  PARKING 

PUBLIC  PARKING 

PEDESTRIAN  BRIDGE 

REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  BOUNDARY 


NOTE:  The  location  of  new  uses  on  CB-2  and  CB-3 
has  not  yet  been  determined.  The  potential 
locations  of  uses  depicted  here  are  generalized 
and  are  not  meant  to  represent  eventual  locations. 
Please  refer  to  Table  2  for  floor  areas. 
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Figure  8 

Potential  New  Development  Likely  to  Occur 
Under  Revised  Main  Program  for  YBC 
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Figure  S 

Potential  New  Development  Likely  to  Occur 
Under  Revised  Main  Program  for  YBC 
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IV.  Project  Description 


Also  shown  in  Table  2  is  the  Existing  Setting.  The  Setting  includes  all  buildings  that  are 
existing  or  under  construction  in  July  1991.  A  comparison  between  the  Revised  Main  Program 
and  the  Existing  Setting  shows  that  the  Revised  Main  Program  includes  2,040,190  more  square 
feet  of  office  space,  70  more  hotel  rooms,  243,000  more  square  feet  of  retail/commercial,  62,850 
fewer  square  feet  of  light  industry,  880  more  market-rate  housing  units,  30  more  subsidized 
housing  units,  430,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  148,600  more  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  space,  413,000  more  square  feet  of  open  space,  10,000 
more  square  feet  of  child  care  space,  about  1,560  more  private  parking  spaces,  about  550  fewer 
public  parking  spaces,  and  about  75  fewer  construction  parking  spaces. 

Buildings  that  have  been  constructed  since  completion  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
include:  Marriott  Hotel  and  Le  Meridien  Hotel  on  CB- 1 ;  Marriott  Hotel  and  related 
Underground  Meeting  Rooms  and  the  Moscone  Center  Underground  Expansion  on  CB-2; 
Moscone  Center  Expansion  on  CB-3;  Convention  Plaza  and  Hawthorne  Plaza  office  buildings 
and  the  Convention  Center  Parking  Garage  on  EB-3;  Yerba  Buena  West  office  building  on  WB- 
2;  Woolf  House  residential  units  on  WB-3;  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments  on  SB-1;  Mendelsohn 
House  residential  units,  Museum  Pare  residential  units,  Alice  Street  Gardens,  and  730  Harrison 
office  building  on  SB-2;  and  St.  Francis  Place  residential  units  on  SB-3.  These  uses  are 
considered  to  be  existing  uses  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Buildings  that  have  been 
demolished  since  completion  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  include  an  automobile  repair 
shop  on  EB-2  and  a  gas  station  on  SB-3.  Both  were  replaced  with  surface  parking  lots. 

Central  Block  1 

New  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  include  750,000  square  feet  of  office 
space,  a  70-room  hotel,  100,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  rehabilitation  of  the 
30,000-square-foot  Jessie  Street  Substation  for  cultural  use,  7 1,000  square  feet  of  open  space  in 
the  form  of  a  pedestrian  concourse  and  plaza,  and  493  private  parking  spaces  on  CB-1.  To 
accommodate  this  development,  528  public  parking  spaces  would  be  removed.  The  only  change 
from  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  proposed  as  part  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  is  the 
possible  development  of  a  70-room  hotel  on  Mission  Street  and  the  addition  of  293  private 
parking  spaces.  The  hotel  development  could  replace  a  proposed  60,000-square-foot  athletic 
club. 

Central  Block  2 

Open  space  totalling  212,000  square  feet  consisting  of  a  pedestrian  concourse,  plaza  and  public 
park  (the  gardens)  would  be  the  focal  point  of  development  on  CB-2.  The  gardens  would 
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include  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  memorial  fountain,  landscaped  walks  and  gardens,  an  ice 
rink,  a  bowling  center,  a  carousel,  and  a  children's  museum.  Other  proposed  new 
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development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  is  38,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space, 
100.000  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  93,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment 
space,  and  300  private  parking  spaces.  The  development  of  the  private  parking  spaces  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program  replaces  52,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  7,000  square  feet 
of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space,  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space  that  were 
included  as  part  of  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  Two  pedestrian  bridges  are  proposed  to 
connect  the  northwestern  corner  of  CB-2  to  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  on  WB-2  and 
to  connect  the  southern  portion  of  CB-2  to  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-3.  These  bridges  would 
span  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets,  respectively  (see  Figure  8,  p.  3 1  for  appropriate  pedestrian 
bridge  locations).  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission  is  considering  artwork  that 
would  consist  of  four  three-story  arches  spanning  Howard  Street  between  CB-2  and  CB-3. 

Central  Block  3 

The  focus  of  CB-3  would  be  the  development  of  130,000  square  feet  of  open  space,  which 
would  consist  of  a  plaza  and  public  park  on  top  of  the  existing  Moscone  Center.  The  Revised 
Main  Program  also  proposes  55,600  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space 
and  10,000  square  feet  of  space  devoted  to  child  care  services.  The  Revised  Main  Program 
includes  21,000  more  square  feet  of  open  space  than  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  To 
accommodate  this  increase  in  open  space,  the  Revised  Main  Program  proposes  no 
retail/commercial  space  and  44,400  fewer  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment 
space. 

East  Block  1 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  include  492,000  square  feet  of  office 
space  and  89  accessory  parking  spaces  on  EB-1.  To  accommodate  this  office  space, 
130  existing  private  surface  parking  spaces  would  be  removed.  This  development  is  the  same  as 
that  of  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 

East  Block  2 

The  325  public  parking  spaces  and  75  construction  parking  spaces  existing  on  EB-2  would  be 
removed  to  develop  1 10  market-rate  housing  units,  20,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial 
space,  300,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space  (Museum  of  Modern  Art),  764,790  square  feet  of 
office  space,  and  820  private  parking  spaces  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  existing  Williams  Building  would  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  office  space.  The 
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changes  from  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  proposed  as  part  of  the  Revised  Main  Program 
are  190  fewer  market-rate  housing  units,  10,000  more  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space, 
100,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  300,000  more  square  feet  of  office  space,  and 
120  more  private  parking  spaces. 

East  Block  3 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  remove  50  private  parking  spaces  in  order 
to  accommodate  80,000  square  feet  of  new  office  space  on  EB-3.  Development  on  EB-3  allowed 
under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  on  EB-3  has  been  completed. 

West  Block  1 

As  with  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  no  new  development  is  proposed  for  WB-1  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program. 

West  Block  2 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  on  WB-2  would  include  the  215  additional 
public  parking  spaces  that  are  part  of  the  expansion  of  the  5th  and  Mission  Public  Parking 
Garage  (only  a  portion  of  the  5th  and  Mission  garage  is  within  the  YBC  area;  the  841 -space 
expansion  of  the  garage  was  analyzed  in  the  5th  and  Mission  Garage  Negative  Declaration. 
88.408E,  May  2,  1990)72/  This  also  represents  an  increase  of  215  parking  spaces  over  the 
number  of  spaces  in  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 

West  Block  3 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  remove  15,500  square  feet  of  light 
industry  and  19  private  parking  spaces  in  order  to  accommodate  56  new  market-rate  housing 
units  and  30  new  subsidized  housing  units  on  WB-3.  On  WB-3,  the  DDA/Existing  Main 
Program  is  the  same  as  the  Existing  Setting;  development  allowed  under  the  DDA/Existing 
Main  Program  on  WB-3  has  been  completed.  Thus,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  change 
land  uses  on  WB-3. 
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South  Block  1 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  remove  35,600  square  feet  of  office  space 
in  order  to  accommodate  56  new  market-rate  housing  units  on  SB-1.  On  SB-1,  development 
allowed  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  on  SB-1  has  been  completed. 

South  Block  2 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  remove  25,700  square  feet  of  light 
industry  and  131  private  parking  spaces  in  order  to  accommodate  350  new  market-rate  housing 
units,  30,000  square  feet  of  new  retail/commercial  space,  and  302  new  public  parking  spaces  on 
SB-2.  On  SB-2,  development  allowed  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  on  SB-2  has  been 
completed. 

South  Block  3 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  remove  49,200  square  feet  of  light 
industry,  1 1 ,000  square  feet  of  office  space,  and  95  public  parking  spaces  in  order  to 
accommodate  308  new  market-rate  housing  units,  5,000  square  feet  of  new  retail/commercial 
space,  and  188  new  private  parking  spaces  on  SB-3.  On  SB-3,  development  allowed  under  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program  on  SB-3  has  been  completed. 

South  Block  4 

Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  include  50,000  square  feet  of 
retail/commercial  space  and  27,550  square  feet  of  light  industry  space  on  SB-4.  To 
accommodate  this  increase  in  retail/commercial  and  light  industry  space,  123  public  parking 
spaces  would  be  removed.  The  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  did  not  include  the  additional  light 
industry  space  expected  to  occur  in  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

/ 1/     If  the  exempt  parcels  on  CB- 1 ,  EB- 1 ,  and  EB-2  were  included  in  the  parallel  planning 
process  to  make  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent  with  the  goals,  policies,and  land  use 
designations  of  relevant  sections  of  the  current  City  Planning  Code,  the  land  use 
designations  on  these  blocks  likely  would  be  either  C-3-O  (Downtown  Office)  or  C-3-R 
(Downtown  Retail).  Development  that  would  be  allowable  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  these  land  use  designations  would  be  less  intensive  than  development  under 
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the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  and  height  and  bulk  permitted 
under  the  C-3-O  or  C-3-R  land  use  designations  would  be  less  than  that  allowed  under  the 
current  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  potential  transportation,  air  quality,  and  other  impacts 
associated  with  development  under  the  C-3-O  or  C-3-R  land  use  designations  on  CB-1, 
EB-1,  and  EB-2  would  be  less  than  the  impacts  identified  for  development  under  the 
current  Redevelopment  Plan  because  there  would  be  fewer  employees  and  less  travel 
would  be  generated. 

Jim  McCormick,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone  conversation, 
June  18,  1991. 
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V.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.  PLANNING  CONTEXT  AND  LAND  USE 

PLANNING  CONTEXT 

Land  use  and  development  within  YBC  is  regulated  by  the  provisions  of  the  Official 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Approved  Redevelopment  Project  (adopted 
April  26,  1966  and  amended  November  2,  1981). 

The  Redevelopment  Plan  is  composed  of  four  sections.  Three  of  these  describe  the  geographic 
area  and  the  scope  of  the  redevelopment  project,  the  legal  instruments  for  implementing  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,  and  Redevelopment  Agency  policies  concerning  public  housing  and  low 
and  moderate-income  housing,  payment  for  condemned  property,  enforcement  and  duration  of 
the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  changing  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  fourth  section,  which 
governs  land  use  and  development  within  YBC,  is  the  Project  Plan  (see  Redevelopment  Plan, 
pp.  7  to  33)  and  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference. 

The  YBC  Project  Plan  consists  of  three  elements: 

•  general  objectives; 

•  the  Land  Use  Plan,  which  generally  authorizes  commercial,  residential,  and  light  industrial 
uses  within  YBC  and  delineates  the  uses  on  an  accompanying  Land  Use  Map  (see  Figure 
3,  p.  19);  and 

•  Standards  for  Development. 

The  Standards  for  Development  include,  first,  a  description  of  the  land  use  designations  within 
YBC.  These  are: 

•  A,  Downtown  Office,  principally  business  and  professional  offices;  retail  stores  and 
personal  service  establishments;  restaurants,  clubs,  and  theaters;  institutional  and 
recreational  facilities;  and  parking  structures.  Hotel  uses  are  permitted  within  this  land  use 
district  on  EB-1  and  EB-2.  Residential  development  is  permitted  within  this  district  on 
EB-2,  above  the  first  story. 

•  B,  Downtown  Retail,  same  as  District  A.  Hotel  uses  and  residential  development  are 
permitted  within  this  district  on  CB-1  with  the  exception  of  certain  parcels. 
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•  C,  Downtown  Support,  same  as  District  A,  plus  laboratories  and  wholesale  businesses, 
excluding  warehouses.  Hotel  uses  are  permitted  within  this  district  on  EB-2,  CB-2,  and 
CB-3.  A  convention  center  is  permitted  within  this  district,  as  is  residential  development 
above  the  first  story  on  parts  of  WB-2,  EB-2,  CB-2,  and  EB-3. 

•  D,  Housing,  for  families,  single  people,  and  the  elderly,  including  supporting  commercial 
and  recreational  facilities  and  off-street  parking.  This  land  use  district  applies  to  parts  of 
SB-l,SB-2,  andWB-3. 

•  E,  Business  Services  and  Light  Industry,  same  as  District  A,  plus  laboratories;  wholesale 
businesses;  printers;  building  services  and  repairs;  storage  buildings;  and  light  industries 
engaged  in  assembling  or  otherwise  processing  previously  manufactured  goods.  This  land 
use  district  applies  to  parts  of  WB-3,  SB- 1,  and  SB-3  and  all  of  SB-3  and  SB-4. 

The  YBC  Project  Plan  land  use  districts  correspond  in  some  instances  to  the  use  districts  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code,  1979  Edition.  Districts  A,  B,  and  C  are 
comparable  to  the  1979  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office),  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail),  and  C-3-S 
(Downtown  Support)  Districts,  respectively,  in  terms  of  permitted  uses  and  applicable 
regulations  and  requirements.  Land  Use  District  E  is  similar  in  general  respects  to  the  M- 1 
(Light  Industrial)  District. 

The  second  element  of  the  Standards  for  Development  consists  of  the  Specific  Development 
Standards.  These  standards: 

•  establish  floor  area  ratio  limits; 

•  require  provision  of  open  space,  off-street  parking  spaces,  and  freight  loading  spaces; 

•  establish  building  height  and  bulk  districts; 

•  require  Redevelopment  Agency  review  of  architectural  and  landscape  plans  and  signage; 
and 

•  provide  for  planned  unit  developments. 

Generally,  the  YBC  Project  Plan  Specific  Development  Standards  rely  on  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code,  1979  Edition.  Specific  Development  Standards  one 
through  fourteen  are  identical  to  parts  or  all  of  sections  of  the  1979  Planning  Code,  with  minor 
differences  of  usage.  For  example,  in  the  Specific  Development  Standards,  the  word  "plan" 
replaces  the  word  "Code"  and  the  sections  of  the  plan  use  a  different  number  reference  system 
than  do  the  sections  of  the  1979  City  Planning  Code.  The  sections  of  the  1979  City  Planning 
Code  which  are  incorporated  into  the  YBC  Project  Plan  Specific  Development  Standards  are 
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Sections  102.1 1(a)  -  (b);  123;  124;  125;  126,  126(a)  -  (d);  151;  152;  153(a),  (b);  154(a),  (b); 
155;  159(b),  (c);  160(a)  -  (c);  161,  161(c),  (g);  250(a),  (b),  (d);  260(a),  (b).  These  sections  of  the 
1 979  City  Planning  Code  are  discussed  elsewhere  at  the  level  of  detail  relevant  to  analysis  of  the 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  plan  amendment  component  of  the  proposed  project  (see 
Appendix  B).  In  addition  to  incorporating  sections  of  the  1979  Planning  Code,  the  YBC  Project 
Plan  Specific  Development  Standards  include  separate  provisions  pertaining  to;  architectural 
and  landscape  plans;  signs;  off-site  improvements;  applicability  of  the  standards  to  property  not 
acquired  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency;  exceptions  to  the  standards;  planned  unit  development; 
and  housing  sites. 

The  height  and  bulk  districts  within  YBC  under  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan  conform  to  those 
delineated  on  the  Zoning  Map  of  the  1979  Planning  Code  (see  Figure  6.  p.  23). 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  specific  developments  within  YBC  may  be 
subject  to  contractual  agreements  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  development 
sponsor,  which  authorize  exceptions  to  the  YBC  Project  Plan  consistent  with  the  general 
purposes  and  intent  of  the  Plan,  provided  that  in  no  instance  will  any  adjustments  be  granted  that 
will  change  the  land  uses  of  this  Plan.  Other  basic  requirements  of  this  Plan  shall  not  be 
eliminated  but  adjustments  thereof  may  be  permitted  provided  such  adjustments  are  consistent 
with  the  general  purposes  and  intent  of  this  Plan  (see  Redevelopment  Plan,  Section  13.C.19.). 

LAND  USE 

Overview  of  Land  Uses  Within  YBC 

The  total  YBC  land  area,  excluding  the  area  devoted  to  streets,  is  approximately  2,660,000 
square  feet./l/  The  YBC  area  is  in  a  state  of  transition  with  several  construction  projects  under 
way.  Land  uses  in  the  YBC  area  include  residential,  office,  hotel,  convention  center,  retail,  light 
industry,  institutional,  parking,  open  space,  and  vacant  land./2/  Figure  9  on  p.  43  presents  the 
existing  land  uses  in  the  YBC  area. 

Since  the  certification  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  in  1982,  several  development 
projects  have  occurred  in  YBC.  Table  3  presents  the  changes  in  land  use  since  completion  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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TABLE  3:  CHANGES  IN  LAND  USE  WITHIN  YBC  SINCE  COMPLETION  OF  SECOND 
YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT 


Block 

Project  or  Building 

1982  Land  Use 

Existing  Land  Use 

CB-1 

Marriott  Hotel 

Office/a,d/  and 

Hotel 

Surface  Parking 

CB-2 

Marriott  Hotel 

Surface  Parking 

Underground  Meeting 

Meeting  Space 

and  Vacant 

Space 

Moscone  Center 

Surface  Parking 

Underground  Meeting 

Expansion 

and  Vacant 

Space/b/ 

CB-3 

Moscone  Center 

Vacant 

Meeting  Space/b/ 

Expansion 

EB-1 

Blumenthal  Building 

Residential  (Vacant) 

Vacant 

Jessie  Hotel 

Residential  (Vacant) 

Office  and  Retail/c/ 

EB-2 

Automobile  Repair  Shop 

Retail/d/ 

Surface  Parking 

EB-3 

Convention  Plaza 

Office/Retail/e/ 

Office/Retail 

Public  Parking  Garage 

Temporary  Parking 

Parking  Garage 

Private  Parking  Garage 

Institutional 

Parking  Garage/c/ 

Hawthorne  Plaza 

Downtown  Support 

Office  and  Surface  Parking 

WB-2 

Yerba  Buena  West 

Office/Retail/e/ 

Office/Retail 

WB-3 

Woolf  House 

Residential/e/ 

Residential 

SB-1 

Office 

Light  Industry 

Office/Retail/c/ 

Salvation  Army 

Parking 

Institutional 

Ceatrice  Polite  Apts. 

Temporary  Garden 

Residential 

SB-2 

Mendelsohn  House 

Vacant 

Residential 

Museum  Pare 

Temporary  Parking 

Residential/Retail 

Alice  Street  Gardens 

Temporary  Parking 

Community  Gardens 

730  Harrison 

Surface  Parking 

Office 

744-774  Harrison 

Light  Industry  and 

Office/Retail/c/  and 

Downtown  Support 

Surface  Parking 

Surface  Parking 

Vacant 

Surface  Parking 

SB-3 

St.  Francis  Place 

Surface  Parking, 

Residential/Retail 

Temporary  Parking,  Vacant 

Surface  Parking 

Gas  Station/d/ 

Surface  Parking 

SB-4 

Surface  Parking 

Temporary  Parking  and 

Surface  Parking 

Vacant 

Office/Retail 

Light  Industry 

Office/Retail/c/ 

/a/     Former  GSA  Building. 

/b/     Under  construction. 

Id     Land  use  in  building  changed  since  1982. 

/d/     Building  demolished  since  1982. 

Id     Project  under  construction  in  1982  and  now  completed  and  occupied. 

SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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Land  Uses  by  Block  in  YBC 

YBC  consists  of  thirteen  blocks  or  portions  of  blocks.  Each  block  has  been  designated  for 
reference  throughout  this  EIR.  The  block  designations  are  included  in  Figure  2  (see  page  14). 

Central  Block  1  (CB-1)  is  bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  north,  Third  Street  on  the  east, 
Mission  Street  on  the  south  and  Fourth  Street  on  the  west.  Most  of  this  block  is  in  YBC.  Land 
uses  include:  the  39-story  Marriott  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Hotel  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Marriott  Hotel);  the  35-story  Le  Meridien  Hotel;  the  Mercantile  Building,  an  1 1 -story  office 
building;  Saint  Patrick's  Catholic  Church  and  Rectory;  the  Jessie  Street  Substation,  a  two-story 
structure  in  the  middle  of  the  block;  and  surface  parking  lots. 

All  of  Central  Block  2  (CB-2)  is  in  the  YBC  area.  CB-2  is  bounded  by  Mission  Street  on  the 
north,  Third  Street  on  the  east,  Howard  Street  on  the  south  and  Fourth  Street  on  the  west.  The 
western  third  is  underground  meeting  and  function  space  for  the  Marriott  Hotel.  The  eastern 
two-thirds  of  the  block  is  under  construction  to  provide  underground  exhibit  space  for  Moscone 
Convention  Center.  Temporary  storage/parking  facilities  front  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets  at 
ground  level. 

Central  Block  3  (CB-3)  is  entirely  within  the  YBC  area  and  is  bounded  by  Howard  Street  on  the 
north,  Third  Street  on  the  east,  Folsom  Street  on  the  south  and  Fourth  Street  on  the  west.  The 
Moscone  Center,  completed  in  198 1,  occupies  all  of  CB-3.  The  building  is  mostly  underground; 
only  its  Howard  Street  entrance,  landscaped  roof  and  the  rooftop  construction  of  the  meeting 
space  expansion  are  visible. 

Eastern  Block  1  (EB-1)  is  bounded  by  Jessie  Street  on  the  north,  Annie  Street  on  the  east, 
Mission  Street  on  the  south  and  Third  Street  on  the  west.  The  entire  block  except  for  the 
southeastern  parcel  is  included  in  the  YBC  area.  Most  of  EB-1  is  used  for  surface  parking. 
There  are  two  five-story  buildings  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  EB-1  with  entrances  on  Jessie 
Street.  The  western  building,  the  former  Jessie  Street  Hotel,  houses  part  of  a  desktop 
publishing/printing  operation  on  the  ground  floor  (the  office  of  the  operation  is  in  the  ground 
floor  office  space  of  the  adjacent  building);  this  building  is  otherwise  vacant.  The  adjacent 
eastern  building  contains  office  uses  on  four  of  five  floors. 

Eastern  Block  2  (EB-2)  occupies  the  western  half  of  the  superblock  bounded  by  Mission  Street 
on  the  north,  New  Montgomery  Street  on  the  east,  Howard  Street  on  the  south  and  Third  Street 
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on  the  west.  Interior  streets  include  Minna,  Masset,  Hunt  and  Natoma  Streets.  Most  of  EB-2  is 
used  as  a  surface  parking  lot,  with  the  interior  streets  providing  access  to  parking  spaces.  The 
nine-story  Williams  Building  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Third  Streets  is  vacant. 
This  building  was  damaged  in  the  1 989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
is  obtaining  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  funds  to  provide  temporary  repairs.  Two 
buildings  front  Howard  Street  on  the  southeastern  portion  of  EB-2.  The  eastern  building  is  four 
stories  and  contains  offices.  The  two-story  western  building  is  the  former  Station  35  of  the  San 
Francisco  Fire  Department,  which  is  now  occupied  by  the  Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation  (Arson 
Squad)./3/  Engine  35  is  now  housed  at  Pier  22V4. 

Eastern  Block  3  (EB-3)  occupies  most  of  the  superblock  bounded  by  Howard  Street  on  the 
north,  Second  Street  on  the  east,  Folsom  Street  on  the  south  and  Third  Street  on  the  west. 
Hawthorne  Street  is  a  north-south  street  that  bisects  the  superblock.  Clementina,  Kaplan  and 
Tehama  Streets  are  internal  streets.  The  northeastern  portion  of  the  superblock  is  not  within  the 
YBC  area.  Land  uses  on  the  western  half  of  EB-3  include:  Convention  Plaza,  a  twelve-story 
office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Howard  and  Third  Streets;  a 
six-story  public  parking  garage  with  ground-floor  retail;  a  two-story  private  parking  garage;  and 
the  twelve-story  Pacific  Bell  office  building  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Folsom  and  Hawthorne 
Streets.  There  is  a  three-story  office  building  immediately  north  of  the  Pacific  Bell  building  that 
is  connected  via  glassed-in  hallways.  The  eastern  half  of  EB-3  is  occupied  by  seven  office 
buildings,  ranging  in  height  from  two  to  twenty  stories,  and  a  surface  parking  lot.  There  are 
some  ground-floor  retail  uses  in  these  office  buildings.  The  twenty-story  building  has 
underground  parking. 

Western  Block  1  (WB- 1 )  consists  of  two  parcels  on  the  west  side  of  Fourth  Street  between  Jessie 
Street  on  the  north  and  Mission  Street  on  the  south.  The  northern  parcel  is  occupied  by  Fox 
Hardware,  which  is  in  a  two-story  building.  The  Downtown  Community  College  Center  of  the 
San  Francisco  Community  College  District  occupies  the  seven-story  building  on  the  southern 
parcel. 

Western  Block  2  (WB-2)  consists  of  two  parcels  on  the  west  side  of  Fourth  Street  between 
Mission  Street  on  the  north  and  Howard  Street  on  the  south.  Minna  Street  separates  the  two 
parcels  and  Holland  Street  borders  the  southern  parcel  on  the  west.  The  north  parcel  is  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  block-long  five-story  Fifth  and  Mission  municipal  parking  garage.  The 
south  parcel  is  the  Yerba  Buena  West  office  building.  The  six-story  building  contains  offices 
and  includes  Heald  College  and  retail  uses  on  the  ground  floor,  including  a  small  grocery  store 
and  a  restaurant. 
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Western  Block  3  (WB-3)  is  bounded  by  Howard  Street  on  the  north,  Fourth  Street  on  the  east, 
Folsom  Street  on  the  south  and  Gallagher  Street  on  the  west.  Tehama  and  Clementina  Streets  are 
internal  streets  of  WB-3.  Land  uses  include  residential,  office  and  retail.  Three  subsidized 
residential  buildings  (Woolf  House,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments  and  Clementina  Towers), 
ranging  in  height  from  nine  to  thirteen  stories,  with  associated  retail  and  office  uses  on  the 
ground  floors  exist  on  WB-3.  The  two-story  building  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Fourth  and 
Clementina  Streets  is  occupied  by  the  Ansel  Adams  Center.  The  two-story  building  fronting 
Howard  Street  includes  parking  on  the  ground  floor  and  offices  on  the  second  floor.  There  is  a 
service  station  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Streets. 

Southern  Block  1  (SB-1)  consists  of  parcels  fronting  Fourth  Street  between  Folsom  Street  on  the 
north  and  Harrison  Street  on  the  south.  Shipley  and  Clara  Streets  are  internal  east-west  streets  of 
SB-1.  At  the  southwest  corner  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Streets  is  a  four-story  office  building  with 
ground  floor  retail  uses.  Immediately  south  of  this  structure  is  a  two-story  building  with  retail 
use.  The  land  use  between  Shipley  and  Clara  Streets  is  the  two-story  Senior  Activities  Center 
operated  by  the  Salvation  Army.  The  two  parcels  between  Clara  and  Harrison  Streets  have  two- 
story  office  buildings. 

Southern  Block  2  (SB-2)  is  composed  of  the  entire  superblock  bounded  by  Folsom  Street  on  the 
north,  Third  Street  on  the  east,  Harrison  Street  on  the  south  and  Fourth  Street  on  the  west.  This 
superblock  includes  an  interior  street  system  with  access  to  Folsom  and  Harrison  Streets.  The 
interior  streets  are  Mabini,  Bonifacio,  Tandang  Sora,  Rizal  and  Lapu  Lapu  Streets.  At  the 
southeast  corner  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Streets  is  a  six-story  AT&T  office  building.  There  are 
two  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Folsom  Street  between  Mabini  and  Third  Streets.  The  western 
building  is  a  seven-story,  265-unit  subsidized  residential  structure  (Mendelsohn  House)  with 
ground-floor  retail.  The  eastern  building  is  a  twelve-story  233-unit  market-rate  residential 
structure  (Museum  Pare).  Land  uses  along  the  east  side  of  Fourth  Street  include  a  two-story 
office  building  and  two  surface  parking  lots.  The  north  side  of  Harrison  Street  is  occupied  by 
six  one-  and  two-story  buildings  occupied  by  office  and  retail  uses.  There  is  a  new  six-story 
office  building  with  underground  parking  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Lapu  Lapu  and  Harrison 
Streets.  At  the  northwest  corner  of  Third  and  Harrison  Streets  is  the  seven-story  Pacific  Bell 
office  building.  West  of  the  Pacific  Bell  building  and  north  of  the  six -story  office  building  is  the 
Alice  Street  Gardens,  a  community  garden  plot.  The  Dimasalang  House,  an  eight-story 
subsidized  residential  building,  occupies  the  parcel  in  the  interior  of  the  superblock. 
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Southern  Block  3  (SB-3)  is  bounded  by  Folsom  Street  on  the  north,  Hawthorne  Street  on  the 
east,  Harrison  Street  on  the  south  and  Third  Street  on  the  west.  This  block  is  dominated  by  St. 
Francis  Place,  a  mixed-use  development  that  includes  market-rate  residential  units  in  several 
nine-story  buildings,  private  interior  courtyard,  ground-floor  retail  uses  and  underground 
parking.  The  other  six  buildings  on  SB-3  are  two  stories  tall  and  have  office,  light  industrial  and 
retail  uses.  In  addition,  there  are  also  surface  parking  lots  on  the  west  side  of  Hawthorne  Street 
and  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Harrison  Streets. 

Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  is  bounded  by  Harrison  Street  on  the  north,  Hawthorne  Street 
(extended)  on  the  east,  Perry  Street  on  the  south  and  Third  Street  on  the  west.  There  are  seven 
one-  and  two-story  buildings  on  SB-4  that  are  occupied  by  retail,  office,  institutional,  and  light 
industrial  uses.  There  are  two  surface  parking  lots  at  the  western  portion  of  SB-4.  In  addition, 
there  is  a  vacant  lot  surrounded  by  fencing  between  two-story  buildings  on  the  south  side  of 
Harrison  Street. 

Land  Uses  in  the  Immediate  YBC  Vicinity 

For  purposes  of  this  EIR,  the  YBC  vicinity  has  been  defined  as  the  area  bounded  by  Market 
Street  on  the  north,  First  Street  and  the  outbound  bus  ramp  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  on  the 
east,  the  James  Lick  Freeway  on  the  south,  and  midway  between  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets  from 
Market  to  Harrison  Street  on  the  west.  This  represents  the  area  which  would  most  likely  be 
affected  by  land  use  changes  in  the  YBC  area. 

The  YBC  vicinity  can  be  further  broken  down  into  two  distinct  geographical  areas:  the  subarea 
east  of  YBC  and  the  subarea  west  of  YBC.  The  subarea  east  of  YBC  consists  primarily  of  mid- 
rise  (four  to  six  stories)  and  high-rise  (seven  or  more  stories)  office  buildings.  Several  office 
buildings  have  recently  been  completed  or  are  currently  under  construction  in  this  subarea.  The 
eastern  subarea  has  experienced  relatively  rapid  growth  of  office  uses,  as  it  is  an  extension  of  the 
downtown  office  core.  This  subarea  has  ground-floor  retail  uses,  including  restaurants  and 
downtown  support  businesses. 

The  western  subarea  consists  of  land  uses  and  business  activities  that  are  more  commonly 
considered  traditional  South  of  Market  functions./4/  The  discussion  of  South  of  Market  land 
uses  and  business  functions  contained  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  on  pp.  57  to  58  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  In  summary,  those  uses  include  light  industrial, 
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parking,  retail,  and  residential  uses.  Buildings  in  this  subarea  are  generally  two-  to  ten-stories 
tall.  The  retail  uses  include  downtown  support  businesses,  pawn  shops,  liquor/grocery  stores, 
taverns,  surplus  stores,  restaurants,  and  used-merchandise  stores. 
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The  residential  uses  in  the  western  subarea  include  residential  hotels,  apartment  buildings  and 
small  wood-frame  residences.  Most  of  the  residential  hotels  are  clustered  along  Sixth  Street  and 
vary  in  size  from  two-  to  eight-stories  in  height.  Several  relatively  large  apartment  buildings, 
similar  to  the  residential  structures  on  WB-3  of  YBC,  are  also  in  this  subarea.  The  smaller 
residences  are  generally  along  alleys  and  streets  that  cut  through  blocks  between  the  major 
streets.  These  residential  structures  are  often  interspersed  with  light  industrial  and  downtown 
support  business  uses. 

Land  Uses  in  Downtown  &  Vicinity 

YBC  is  part  of  the  area  of  most  concentrated  building  development  and  economic  activity  in  San 

•  Francisco.  In  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  area  is  referred  to  in  this 
EIR  as  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  Nearby  Areas.  The  delineation  of  these  areas  included  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  on  pp.  IV. 4  to  IV. 7  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  Subareas 
of  Downtown  &  Vicinity  include  the  C-3  District,  Northeast  Waterfront,  South  of  Market 
(which  includes  YBC),  Civic  Center/South  Van  Ness,  and  Mission  Bay 75/ 

•  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  a  discussion  of  increases  in  downtown  San  Francisco  office 
space,  and  of  the  effects  of  Proposition  M  on  approvals  of  office  space  development,  on 
pp.  VLB. 25  to  VI.B.27  that  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  In  summary, 
between  198 1  and  1985,  about  nine  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was  added  to  the  supply 
in  San  Francisco,  at  a  rate  of  more  than  two  million  square  feet  per  year 76/  In  November  1986, 
San  Francisco  voters  approved  Proposition  M,  which  (among  other  things)  limits  the  amount  of 
office  approvals  allowed  on  an  annual  basis.  Under  Proposition  M,  the  previous  three-year  term 
of  a  program  limiting  office  development  approvals  to  950,000  square  feet  per  year  was  repealed 
and  the  annual  limit  was  continued  indefinitely./?/  Under  Proposition  M,  the  950,000-square- 
foot  annual  limit  also  must  be  adjusted  to  account  for  additional  office  space  approved  since 
November  29,  1984.  Effectively,  new  office  space  approvals  are  limited  to  475,000  square  feet 
annually  until  the  inventory  of  office  space  approved  since  November  29,  1984  is  reduced  to 
zero  at  a  rate  of  475,000  square  feet  per  year./8/ 

In  January  1987,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  presented  the  City  Planning  Commission  with 
an  inventory  of  office  projects  already  approved  that  would  count  against  the  annual  limit.  The 
Department  concluded  that  a  total  of  about  7.2  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was  included 
in  the  inventory.  Since  that  amount  of  space  is  required  to  apply  toward  the  annual  limit  in 
increments  of  475,000  square  feet  per  year,  it  would  take  almost  15  years  for  the  additional 
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office  space  allowed  to  be  approved  at  a  rate  of  475,000  square  feet  each  year  (that  is,  before  the 
annual  limit  of  950,000  square  feet  can  be  applied  entirely  to  newly  proposed  projects)./8,9/ 
Since  the  approval  period  dates  from  October  17,  1985  (the  effective  date  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
Ordinance),  the  475,000-square-foot  annual  limit  may  be  presumed  to  be  in  effect  through  the 
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year  2000.  Since  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  is  a  non-City  entity,  projects  in  the 
YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  are  not  required  to  compete  for  the  annual  allocation  of 
475,000  square  feet.  However,  any  office  projects  approved  for  YBC  count  against  the  475,000 
square-foot  limit  imposed  by  Proposition  M./10/ 


NOTES  -  Planning  Context  and  Land  Use 

III     Based  on  YBC  FEIR.  p.  64,  which  states  that  YBC's  total  land  area  is  about  2,600,000 
square  feet,  plus  the  approximately  56,000  square  feet  of  CB- 1  added  to  YBC  by  the 
inclusion  of  the  site  of  the  former  GSA  Building. 

121     Land  use  surveys  of  YBC  conducted  on  August  21,  1990. 

131     Lieutenant  Paul  Fuhrman,  Administrative  Officer,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  June  16,  1989. 

/4/     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  South  of  Market  Plan  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (85.463E),  p.  57,  December  7,  1989. 

151     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  p.  IV.4,  August  23,  1990. 

161     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  p.  VLB. 26,  August  23,  1990.  These  estimates  are  based  on  a  Department  of 
City  Planning  list  of  major  office  projects  under  review,  approved,  under  construction,  or 
completed  as  of  the  end  of  1985. 

Ill     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  p.  VLB. 27.  Proposition  M  superseded  the  annual  limit  on  office  development 
approvals  included  in  the  Downtown  Plan  zoning  ordinance.  In  that  ordinance  (effective 
October  17,  1985),  Sections  320-323  were  added  to  the  Planning  Code,  establishing  a  total 
limit  of  2.85  million  square  feet  of  additional  office  space  for  approval  over  a  three-year 
period  beginning  October  17,  1985  (equivalent  to  950,000  square  feet  per  year). 

/8/     In  each  period,  at  least  75,000  square  feet  of  office  development  is  reserved  for  buildings 
between  25,000  and  49,999  square  feet  of  office  space.  Dean  L.  Macris,  Director  of 
Planning,  memorandum  to  the  City  Planning  Commission,  entitled  "Proposed  Rules  for 
1986-87  Approval  Period  of  the  Office  Development  Limitation  Program,"  January  8, 
1987. 

19/     Robert  W.  Passmore,  Zoning  Administrator,  memorandum  to  the  City  Planning 

Commission,  entitled  "Certification  of  Office  Projects  Approved  since  November  29,  1984 
-  Annual  Limit  Adjustment,"  January  7,  1987. 

/10/     Louise  H.  Renne,  San  Francisco  City  Attorney,  Opinion  No.  86-17,  "Legal  Effect  of 
Proposition  M,"  December  16,  1986. 
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B.  POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 

POPULATION 

The  Mission  Bay  EER  contains  a  discussion  of  existing  population  and  housing  characteristics  in 
San  Francisco  on  pp.  VI.C.l  to  VI.C.35  that  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 
The  Mission  Bay  EIR  discussion  is  summarized  in  the  following  paragraphs,  supplemented  as 
noted  with  information  and  analysis  from  additional  sources. 

After  two  decades  of  decline,  total  population  in  the  City  has  increased  since  1980.  The  City's 
population  declined  by  about  61,000  from  1960  to  1980,  with  most  of  the  decline  occurring  in 
the  1970s.  Since  1980,  however,  the  California  Department  of  Finance  (DOF)  estimates  that 
San  Francisco  made  up  that  20-year  loss  in  five  years./l/  From  1980-1985,  population  was 
estimated  to  have  increased  about  nine  percent  to  about  741,500  persons./2/  Total  population  in 
the  City  in  1985  was  estimated  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  to  be  about  the  same  as  it  was  in  1960. 
Estimates  of  San  Francisco's  population  in  1990  vary.  The  1990  U.S.  Census  reported  a  total  of 
723,959  persons  for  the  County  of  San  Francisco./3/  While  the  preliminary  U.S.  Census 
population  estimate  is  below  the  1990  estimates  from  the  Association  ot  Bay  Area  Governments 
(AB AG)  or  the  California  State  Department  of  Finance  (DOF)  and  has  been  challenged  by  the 
City,  the  estimate  still  indicates  a  population  increase  in  San  Francisco  of  over  6.6  percent  from 
198073,4,5/ 

The  employed  residents  in  the  City  also  increased  between  1980  and  1985  by  about  nine  percent 
to  total  about  372,00071/  At  the  same  time,  the  persons-per-household  ratio  has  returned  to 
2.25,  about  the  level  of  1970,  and  the  ratio  of  workers-per-household  has  continued  to 
increase./ 1/  From  1985  to  1990,  population  and  the  employed  population  in  the  City  both 
continued  to  increase./4/  ABAG  estimates  that  between  1985  and  1990  the  population  increased 
by  approximately  22,300  persons,  or  about  three  percent,  and  that  the  number  of  employed 
residents  increased  by  approximately  20,500  persons,  or  about  five  percent./4/  By  1990  ABAG 
estimates  that  persons-per-household  rose  to  2.27,  about  one  percent  over  ABAG's  1985 
estimated  ratio. 

The  character  of  the  City's  population  has  also  been  changing.  The  net  c  hanges  in  total 
population  obscure  changes  in  the  composition  of  the  whole  as  households  mature  and  people 
move  into  and  out  of  the  City.  While  total  population  declined  through  1980,  the  number  of 
households  in  the  City  increased,  as  did  the  number  of  residents  of  the  City  who  were  employed. 
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As  a  consequence  of  demographic  characteristics  of  the  baby  boomers,  namely,  delayed 
marriage,  decreased  fertility  rate,  increased  labor  force  participation  (particularly  that  of 
women),  and  the  high  percentage  of  San  Francisco's  gay  population,  the  two  factors  used  to 
gauge  population  characteristics  showed  different  tendencies  during  the  1970s. 


50a 


V.  Environmental  Setting 
B.  Population  and  Housing 

Persons-per-household  declined  (i.e.,  household  sizes  were  smaller  on  average  in  1980  than  in 
1970)  while  workers-per-household  increased  (i.e,  more  workers  in  each  household  on  average 
in  1980  than  in  1970). 

ABAG  projects  Bay  Area  populations  for  the  years  1995,  2000,  and  2005.  For  the  nine-county 
San  Francisco  Bay  region,  ABAG  projects  an  1 1  percent  increase  in  population  from  1990  to 
200074/  For  1990,  ABAG  estimates  a  total  of  about  740,800  persons  in  the  City  of  San 
Francisco,  which  represents  an  increase  of  about  nine  percent  over  the  City's  1980  population. 
By  2000,  ABAG  projects  a  City  population  of  about  767,800,  an  increase  of  about  four  percent 
over  the  1990  population./2/  ABAG  projections  also  show  a  decrease  in  persons-per-household 
from  2.27  in  1990  to  2.25  in  2000,  a  decrease  of  about  one  percent. 

HOUSING 

Overview 

San  Francisco's  housing  market  reflects  the  extremes  of  some  of  the  regional  demand  and  supply 
factors.  The  demand  for  housing  in  the  City  is  strong.  As  the  central  city  and  the  most  urban 
place  in  the  region,  San  Francisco  attracts  both  young  households  without  children  and  older 
"empty  nester"  households.  As  a  major  employment  center,  the  City  attracts  those  who  want  to 
live  close  to  where  they  work.  San  Francisco's  large  gay  community  has  contributed  to  a 
relatively  strong  housing  demand,  as  has  the  City's  immigrant  community.  New  housing  to 
relieve  the  market  pressure  created  by  this  demand  is  particularly  difficult  to  provide  in  San 
Francisco  because  of  high  costs  of  housing  production.  There  is  little  vacant  land  remaining  in 
San  Francisco  and  geographic  constraints  mean  the  amount  of  land  available  is  relatively  limited 
and  land  costs  are  relatively  high.  Construction  costs  for  the  higher  density  development  that 
does  occur  in  the  City  are  relatively  high.  These  development  factors  create  relatively  high 
market  prices  and  rents.  Because  these  prices/rents  are  beyond  what  many  households  can 
afford,  new  housing  to  satisfy  the  demand  of  some  segments  of  the  market  is  not  produced  in 
San  Francisco. 

Housing  Market  Indicators 

During  the  1970s,  a  net  addition  of  about  6,200  housing  units  occurred  in  San  Francisco,  an 
average  rate  of  620  units  per  year.  The  pattern  has  changed  with  almost  as  many  units  added 
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during  the  five  years  from  1980  to  1985.  A  net  addition  of  about  6,100  units  occurred  in  that 
period,  an  average  rate  of  about  1,200  units  per  year.  By  1985  the  City  had  about 
322,700  housing  units.  In  1985  the  City  had  about  3 10,000  households,  an  increase  of  about 
1 1,000  households  since  1980.  The  1980-85  data  also  reflect  an  interesting  pattern  in  terms  of 
the  City's  housing  stock./6/  The  increase  in  households  during  this  period  outpaced  the  net 
addition  of  housing  units  by  almost  a  factor  of  two. 

The  improved  situation  in  the  early  1980s  largely  reflects  construction  of  new  units  with  the 
assistance  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  or  with  subsidies  from  other  public 
sources.  Low  vacancy  rates  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  reflect  the  relatively  low  growth  of  the 
housing  stock  relative  to  demand.  According  to  data  from  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank 
Housing  Vacancy  Surveys,  the  vacancy  rate  in  San  Francisco  has  been  under  one  percent  from 
the  late  1970s  through  the  early  1980s./6/  The  most  recent  data  for  1990  show  an  overall 
vacancy  of  1.3  percent  for  all  housing  types.  San  Francisco's  housing  vacancy  rate  remains  the 
lowest  among  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties./7/ 

San  Francisco's  housing  stock  is  primarily  renter-occupied.  According  to  the  1980  Census,  one- 
third  of  the  City's  housing  was  owner-occupied  and  two-thirds  renter-occupied.  Among  Bay 
Area  counties,  San  Francisco  has  the  largest  percentage  of  rental  units.  As  a  consequence  of 
rental  housing  demand  compared  to  the  limited  increase  in  supply,  residential  rents  have 
increased  in  the  City;  Census  data  indicate  that  median  contract  rent  more  than  doubled  from 
1970  to  1980.  That  rate  of  increase  was  almost  twice  the  rate  of  growth  in  household  income 
over  this  period.  In  the  early  1980s,  rents  increased  at  a  faster  rate  than  in  the  1970s,  but  by 
1985/1986  rents  in  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  in  the  rest  of  the  Bay  Area,  had  stabilized, 
increased  production  of  rental  units  as  well  as  a  decline  in  demand  from  renters  becoming 
homebuyers  are  two  key  factors  responsible  for  this  changing  pattern. 

Notwithstanding  its  relatively  expensive  rental  market  San  Francisco's  stock  of  rental  housing 
also  offers  units  across  a  wide  range  of  rent  levels.  Although  the  City  has  some  of  the  most 
expensive  rental  housing  in  the  region,  it  also  has  some  of  the  lowest-rent  housing.  The  latter 
includes  a  relatively  large  stock  of  small  rental  units  in  older  buildings  that  provides  one  of  the 
few  sources  of  housing  for  lower-income  households. 
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Residence  Pattern  of  Workers  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity 

Information  regarding  the  residence  patterns  of  workers  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  is  relevant 
to  the  relationship  between  jobs  and  housing  in  the  City  and  the  rest  of  the  region.  This 
information  also  contributes  to  the  transportation  analysis  by  identifying  directions  of  travel  for 
those  commuting  to  and  from  work  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 

More  than  half  the  people  working  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  live  in  San  Francisco,  in 
neighborhoods  throughout  the  City 78/  When  estimates  are  divided  among  five  major  districts, 
the  largest  number  of  those  workers  resides  in  the  southwest  and  northwest  districts  of  the  City. 
The  next  largest  number  resides  in  the  southeast  district,  followed  by  the  northeast  district  and 
the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  itself.  Because  there  are  differences  in  total  population  between 
various  districts  of  the  City,  percentages,  rather  than  totals,  are  useful  when  comparing  the 
number  of  people  from  each  district  who  work  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  These  percentages 
show  a  variation  in  the  propensity  (or  likelihood)  of  residents  in  each  area  to  work  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The  highest  percentage  of  residents  working  in  the  Downtown  & 
Vicinity  occurs  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  itself  (65%  in  1985).  The  northeast  district  has  the 
next  highest  percentage,  followed  by  the  northwest,  southwest  and  southeast  districts.  The 
variations  between  districts  reflect  demographic  characteristics  of  residents,  type  of  housing 
available,  proximity  and  accessibility  to  jobs  in  other  parts  of  the  City  and  region. 

Places  of  Work  of  Residents  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity 

A  review  of  the  places  of  work  of  residents  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  provides  background 
for  the  relationship  between  downtown  housing  /  residents  and  downtown  employment. 
Information  about  places  of  work  for  residents  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  also  is  relevant  to 
the  transportation  analysis  by  identifying  the  directions  of  travel  to  and  from  work  for  those 
living  in  the  downtown  area. 

About  two-thirds  of  the  employed  residents  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  also  work  in  that 
area./9/  The  next  largest  percentage  (about  22%)  work  in  the  rest  of  the  City.  The  remainder 
(about  14%)  work  outside  the  City.  The  largest  number  of  those  commuting  outward  work  on 
the  Peninsula  and  in  the  South  Bay  (i.e.,  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  Counties).  A  smaller 
number  of  residents  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  work  in  the  North  Bay  and  outside  the  region. 
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Housing  in  YBC 

The  existing  housing  stock  in  YBC  includes  eight,  multi-family,  residential  structures  containing 
a  total  of  approximately  1 ,590  units.  These  include  about  505  studios,  875  one-bedroom, 
205  two-bedroom,  and  two  three-bedroom  housing  units.  In  total,  these  multi-family  buildings 
have  about  2,270  residents.  Average  occupancy  rate  for  residential  units  in  the  project  area  is 
currently  ( 1991)  98  percent.  Five  of  the  multi-family  buildings  offer  a  total  of  about 
950  subsidized  residential  units.  The  other  three  multi-family  residential  buildings  have  about 
645  market-rate  units./ 10/  Table  4  summarizes  the  characteristics  of  the  existing  housing  stock 
in  YBC. 


TABLE  4:  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  EXISTING  HOUSING  STOCK  IN  YBC 


Existing  Building 

Block 

Total  No. 
of  Units 

Type  of 
Housing  Units 

Woolf  House 

WB-3 

182 

Subsidized 

Clementina  Towers 

WB-3 

276 

Subsidized 

Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 

WB-3 

90 

Subsidized 

Silvercrest  Residence 

SB-1 

65  /a/ 

Subsidized 

Mendelsohn  House 

SB-2 

189 

Subsidized 

Dimasalang  House 

SB-2 

147 

Subsidized 

Museum  Pare 

SB-2 

233 

Market  Rate 

St.  Francis  Place 

SB-3 

410 

Market  Rate 

TOTAL 

1,592 

/a/     Silvercrest  Residence  has  a  total  of  258  units;  however,  only  one-fourth,  or  about  65  units, 
are  located  in  YBC. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


54 


V.  Environmental  Setting 
B.  Population  and  Housing 

Jobs/Housing  Balance 

The  balance  of  jobs  and  housing  is  a  consideration  in  the  analysis  of  the  housing  market 
implications  of  additional  jobs  and  additional  housing  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The 
number  of  jobs  in  San  Francisco  is  larger  than  the  number  of  employed  residents,  about  one  and 
one-half  times  larger.  That  reflects  San  Francisco's  historic  role  as  the  center  city  of  a  region  in 
which  most  of  the  land  area  is  outside  the  city's  boundaries.  The  City  depends  on  the  rest  of  the 
region  to  house  a  part  of  its  labor  force  and  the  rest  of  the  region  depends  on  the  City  for  jobs. 

The  ratio  of  jobs  to  employed  residents  has  changed  over  time.  Through  1980/8 1,  employment 
in  San  Francisco  had  been  growing  by  a  larger  amount  than  the  City's  employed  population  so 
that  the  ratio  of  jobs  to  employed  residents  had  been  increasing.  Between  1980  and  1990, 
ABAG  estimates  that  employment  has  grown  by  about  27,000  while  the  number  of  employed 
residents  has  increased  by  about  55,000.  Thus,  the  ratio  of  jobs  to  employed  residents  declined, 
returning  to  a  ratio  similar  to  that  in  1970./4/ 

The  Residence  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  describes  housing  policies  of  the  City 
that  seek  to  provide  housing  for  all  income  groups  in  appropriate  areas,  without  effecting  the 
assets  that  make  living  in  San  Francisco  desirable.  The  City  encourages  residential  development 
in  areas  where  it  can  be  accommodated  and  discourages  it  in  areas  where  it  cannot.  Two 
housing  provision  strategies  tie  housing  assistance  to  commercial  development  and  use  high 
density  zoning  incentives  to  create  new  neighborhoods  with  "thousands  of  units  in  areas  close  to 
downtown."/ 1 1/ 

The  housing  construction  policies  of  the  Residence  Element  address  jobs/housing  balance  issues 
and  the  need  for  construction  of  new  housing  at  all  income  levels.  The  housing  construction 
policies  also  reflect  regional  goals  to  provide  sufficient  housing  to  reduce  commutes  outside 
jurisdictions  and  increase  housing  vacancy  rates,  in  order  to  ease  the  pressure  on  the  housing 
stock  of  Bay  Area  cities  and  counties. 

The  Residence  Element  includes  five-year  City  goals  for  housing  production  and  affordability 
that  substantially  exceed  recent  City  achievements.  The  Residence  Element  contains  other 
policies  that  apply  to  new  residential  development  projects.  The  citywide  goals,  although  not 
intended  to  apply  to  specific  projects,  provide  targets  for  the  City  to  push  towards. 
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The  Residence  Element,  in  Objective  1  (Supply  of  New  Housing),  states: 

"In  particular  the  City  should  meet  the  housing  goals  proposed  by  ABAG  which  have  been 
adopted  as  part  of  this  Element.  These  goals  require  that  the  City  absorb  a  greater 
percentage  of  new  workers  in  San  Francisco  than  has  been  the  trend  for  the  last  fifteen 
years.  The  ABAG  goals  call  for  new  housing  of  suitable  affordability  which  would  reduce 
by  half  the  number  of  new  workers  who  would  have  to  live  outside  the  City  and  commute 
to  work  because  of  the  housing  shortage  in  the  City." 

In  addition  to  a  50  percent  commute  reduction  goal,  ABAG  also  has  a  goal  to  improve  the 
housing  market  by  increasing  the  vacancy  rate  to  five  percent./ 12/ 


Policies  that  pertain  to  the  jobs/housing  balance  in  the  City  promote  the  inclusion  of  housing  in 
downtown  commercial  developments.  In  general,  the  City  promotes  regional  jobs/housing 
strategies  that  consider  Bay  Area  regional  employment  and  the  broader  housing  market.  The 
City  supports  the  effort  to  balance  employment  and  housing  within  the  region  and  to  distribute 
employment  and  housing  throughout  the  region.  Under  this  regional  strategy,  new  residential 
development  should  be  planned  to  take  advantage  of  the  availability  of  employment 
opportunities,  public  transit,  and  community  services. 


In  1980,  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  employees  to  the  number  of  employed  residents  in  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  was  1.6  (i.e.,  for  every  employed  resident  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  there  were 
1.6  jobs  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco). /4/  By  1990  the  jobs/housing  balance  was  estimated  to 
have  lowered  somewhat  to  1.4  jobs  per  employed  resident.  ABAG  predicts  that  by  2000,  jobs 
will  increase  more  rapidly  than  the  City's  employed  population  and  that  the  San  Francisco 
jobs/housing  balance  will  return  to  1.6  jobs  per  employed  resident./4/ 


NOTES  -  Population  and  Housing 

III    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.C.1-35.  Only  basic  total  population  and  dwelling  unit 
information  is  available  from  the  1990  Census.  In  general,  most  detailed  population  and 
housing  information  is  from  that  EIR  and  based  on  1985  estimate?.  Some  ABAG  and 
DOF  estimates  are  used  for  1990  and  2000. 

Ill    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two,  p.  VI.C.8.        "  '  ^ 

131    Census  of  Population  and  Housing  1990.  Public  Law  94-17 1  Data  (California)  machine 
readable  data  file  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  and  translated  to  printout  on 
diskette  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1991. 
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141    Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  Projections  90:  Forecasts  for  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  to  the  Year  2005.  December  1 990.  The  ABAG  population  estimate 
for  1990  is  about  741,500  persons,  California  Department  of  Finance  population  estimate 
for  1990  is  about  727,000,  and  the  official  1990  U.S.  Census  is  723,959  persons.  City 
offices  consider  the  census  figure  somewhat  low  and  have  challenged  the  figure.  However, 
the  Census  Bureau  has  chosen  not  to  adjust  the  figure. 

151    Demographic  Research  Unit,  Department  of  Finance,  State  of  California,  "Population  and 
Housing  Estimates  for  California  Cities  and  Counties,"  Report  E-5,  April  26,  1990. 

161    Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  1986  Housing  Vacancy  Survey.  San 
Francisco.  March  1987. 

Ill    Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  1990  Housing  Vacancy  Survey.  San 
Francisco.  PMSA.  1991. 

/8/    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two,  p.  VI.C.33. 

191    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two,  p.  VI.C.30. 

/10/  Telephone  survey  of  apartment  managers  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  conducted  on  February 
27,  1991  by  Environmental  Science  Associates. 

/ 1 1/  City  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Residence  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan.  September  1990. 

/12/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Housing  Needs  Determination.  January  1989. 
ABAG,  as  required  by  State  law,  has  determined  San  Francisco's  regional  share  of  new 
residential  construction  by  income  categories.  The  housing  needs  estimates  were  based  on 
ABAG  Projections  87  estimates  of  population,  household  and  employment  growth  to  1995. 
These  demographic  estimates  have  recently  been  revised  in  AB AG's  Projections  90.  The 
new  estimates  show  population,  employment,  and  labor  force  participation  not  growing  as 
fast  as  previously  estimated,  while  new  household  and  commuter  growth  is  increasing  at  a 
higher  rate.  The  most  significant  change  in  Projections  90  is  ABAG's  projection  of  fewer 
jobs  going  to  existing  San  Francisco  residents  and  more  jobs  going  to  commuters  than 
previously  predicted.  The  more  recent  figures  (Projections  90)  indicate  higher  annual 
housing  need  than  do  the  Projections  87  figures. 


C.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY/ 1/ 


EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


The  discussion  of  employment  and  economic  activity  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  on 
pages  VI.B.l  to  VLB. 24  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document,  and  is  summarized  in 
the  following  paragraphs. 
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V.  Environmental  Setting 
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The  highest  percentages  of  Citywide  employment  are  in  government,  business  and  professional 
services,  and  finance,  insurance  and  real  estate.  Each  accounts  for  about  15  percent  of  total  City 
employment.  Retail  trade  and  "other  services"  also  rank  relatively  high  in  percentage  of  total 
City  employment. 
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Over  the  13-year  period,  1972  -  1985,  San  Francisco  employment  increased  by  about  100,000 
jobs,  at  an  annual  rate  of  about  1.6  percent.  There  are  two  distinct  growth  segments  in  the  1972  - 
1985  period:  1972-  1981  and  1981  -  1985.  Employment  grew  at  2.4  percent  per  year  from  1972 
to  198 1,  for  a  total  of  about  12,000  new  jobs  per  year  over  the  nine-year  period.  Employment 
growth  was  based  on  San  Francisco's  role  as  a  corporate  headquarters  and  financial  center  for  the 
West  Coast  and  on  the  general  expansion  of  the  service  sector  of  the  economy  during  that  period. 
A  strong  retail  sector,  as  well  as  convention  and  tourism  activity,  also  supported  growth  in  San 
Francisco;  cultural  and  preforming  arts  activity  shared  in  the  expansion  of  the  1970s. 

After  1981,  San  Francisco  employment  declined  in  1982  and  1983,  but  began  to  grow  in  1984 
and  1985.  By  1985,  however,  employment  in  the  City  was  still  below  the  1981  level  and,  overall, 
San  Francisco  had  a  net  loss  of  employment  between  1981  and  1985.  Changes  in  activity  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity  are  primarily  responsible  for  this  decline.  The  office  sector  fared  the 
worst,  with  a  net  decline  of  more  than  6,000  workers  from  1981  through  1985.  Within  the  office 
category,  even  larger  declines  for  some  San  Francisco  businesses,  due  to  relocations,  mergers,  the 
recession  in  the  early  1980s  and  other  business  problems,  were  offset  by  continued  strong  growth 
for  other  San  Francisco  office  activities  (primarily  business  and  professional  services  and  certain 
sectors  of  the  financial  services  industry).  The  net  decline  in  office  employment  was  offset 
somewhat  by  growth  in  other  sectors,  primarily  retail  trade  and  hotel  activity.  Thus,  the  overall 
decline  in  employment  was  not  as  severe  as  the  drop  for  the  office  sector.  ABAG  estimates  that 
employment  has  increased  by  about  25,000  jobs  between  1985  and  199072/ 

DOWNTOWN  &  VICINITY  EMPLOYMENT,  INCLUDING  YBC 

About  60  percent  of  total  San  Francisco  employment  is  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  and  the 
dominant  business  activities  are  office,  retail  and  hotel  uses,  which  account  for  approximately 
three-quarters  of  total  occupied  space. 

In  1985,  there  were  about  340,000  people  employed  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  Most  of  these, 
about  250,000  or  75  percent,  were  office  workers.  Retailing,  with  about  29,000  workers, 
accounted  for  the  next  largest  concentration  of  employment.  None  of  the  other  individual 
business  activities  accounted  for  more  than  five  percent  of  total  employment  in  the  Downtown  & 
Vicinity.  Services,  distribution  and  manufacturing  activities  together  represented  about  19,000 
workers  or,  just  over  five  percent  of  the  total.  Both  hotel  activity  and 
cultural/institutional/educational  activity  represented  sizable  numbers  of  workers  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  Sales/showroom,  building  maintenance  and  construction  employment 
complete  the  range  of  business  activities  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 
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Approximately  four  percent  of  the  population  employed  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  work  in 
YBC.  This  accounts  for  about  13,500  employees.  Eighty-two  percent  of  these,  or 
approximately  1 1,000  people,  are  office  workers.  An  additional  12  percent,  or  approximately 
1 ,600  people,  are  employed  in  hotels.  The  remaining  six  percent  are  employed  primarily  in 
institutional,  retail,  light  industrial  or  Convention  Center  work. 

WAGE/SALARY  DISTRIBUTION 

Overall,  about  half  the  jobs  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  were  in  lower  wage/salary  categories 
(less  than  $25,000/year).  The  largest  single  annual  wage/salary  category,  with  36  percent  of  the 
workers,  is  $25,000-$49,999.  Twelve  percent  of  the  workers  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  earn 
$50,000  per  year  or  more  in  1985. 

The  wage/salary  distribution  varies  among  the  business  activities.  Both  retail  trade  and  hotel 
work  had  the  highest  percentages  in  the  lowest  wage  categories,  reflecting  the  relatively  large 
number  of  part-time  jobs  in  those  industries,  as  well  as  the  predominance  of  service  jobs  with 
few  experience  or  education  requirements.  The  sales/showroom  business  activity  had  the 
highest  percentage  of  jobs  in  the  higher  wage/salary  categories,  although  the  number  of  workers 
in  those  categories  was  considerably  smaller  than  the  numbers  of  higher-paid  office  workers. 
Wage/salary  distributions  for  office  and  "all  others"  were  similar.  In  both  groups,  45-50  percent 
of  the  jobs  were  in  the  under-$25,000  categories,  although  there  were  proportionally  more  office 
jobs  at  the  lowest  end  of  the  range  (under  $15,000).  Office  functions  use  part-time  workers, 
partially  explaining  the  higher  share  of  jobs  in  the  lowest  wage  category.  In  contrast,  a  relatively 
large  share  of  the  jobs  in  manufacturing  and  construction  activities  were  relatively  high-wage 
positions  ($25,000+)  with  substantial  skill  and  experience  requirements. 

DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  IN  THE  YEAR  2000 

Long-term  employment  patterns  in  the  City,  particularly  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  are 
dependent  on  development  in  Mission  Bay.  The  Mission  Bay  alternative  approved  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  (Alternative  A)  has  a  combination  of  residential  and  commercial  uses  that  would 
provide  about  25,000  job  opportunities  at  full  build-out,  about  2020.  Total  employment  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity  is  predicted  to  be  about  444,300  jobs  in  the  year  2000.  Employment 
growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  from  1986  to  2000  is  predicted  to  be  about  102,500, 
regardless  of  the  plan  chosen  for  Mission  Bay.  The  forecasts  represent  an  annual  growth  of 
about  1.7  percent. 
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The  greatest  opportunities  for  economic  growth,  in  the  1990  to  2000  period,  are  in  the  office, 
tourism  and  retail/entertainment  sectors.  The  greatest  growth  potential  for  office  activity  lies  in 
business  or  professional  services.  San  Francisco  is  also  forecast  to  remain  a  financial  center  and 
a  desired  location  for  import/export  companies,  manufacturers  sales  representatives,  wholesalers 
and  other  activity  related  to  trade  and  product  marketing/distribution.  Executive  and  managerial 
office  functions  of  large  finance,  insurance,  manufacturing,  mining  and  similar  companies  are 
predicted  to  grow;  however,  back-office  activity  is  expected  to  show  slower  growth  and 
government  office  activities  are  considered  unlikely  to  increase.  Retail  growth,  especially  in  the 
area  of  specialty  retailing,  restaurants,  entertainment,  the  arts  and  other  iecreation-related 
activities  are  expected  to  continue,  as  is  growth  in  tourism  and  sales/showroom  activities. 
Distribution,  manufacturing  and  construction  are  all  expected  to  decline  by  the  year  2000. 

NOTE  -  Employment  and  Economic  Activity 

III     Based  on  the  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  (86.505),  Volume  Two,  pp. 
VI.B.l  -  VI.B.26. 

Ill     Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  -90.  December  1984. 

D.  TRANSPORTATION 

STREET  SYSTEM 

The  YBC  area  is  served  by  local  streets  and  by  portions  of  the  regional  freeway  system. 
Freeway  access  to  the  East  Bay  via  the  Bay  Bridge  is  provided  by  an  on-  ramp  at  Bryant  and 
Fifth  Streets,  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  project  area.  Freeway  access  to  the  Peninsula  and  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  provided  by  an  on-ramp  at  Harrison  and  Fourth  Streets, 
also  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  YBC  area.  Access  from  the  freeway  system  to  the  YBC  area  is 
provided  by  off-ramps  at  Harrison  and  Fifth  Streets  and  at  Bryant  and  Fourth  Streets. 

In  October  1989,  an  earthquake  of  Richter  magnitude  7.1,  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  occurred. 
It  had  notable  effects  on  the  regional  highway  system.  One  span  of  the  upper  deck  of  the  Bay 
Bridge  collapsed,  closing  the  bridge  for  one  month  for  repairs.  The  double-decked  Cypress 
structure  on  1-880  near  downtown  Oakland  collapsed  and  has  since  been  demolished.  Traffic 
bound  to  the  Bay  Bridge  from  1-880  south  of  1-580  no  longer  has  direct  access  to  the  bridge  and 
is  now  redirected  through  1-580. 
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Within  San  Francisco,  major  damage  to  State  Route  480  (Embarcadero  Freeway),  the  1-280 
extension  north  of  the  U.S.  101  interchange,  and  the  U.S.  101  ramps  between  Fell  and  Turk 
Streets  caused  closure  of  these  routes.  The  section  of  1-280  between  Army  Street  and  the  Sixth 
Street  ramps  was  repaired  and  reopened  within  a  few  months  of  the  earthquake;  however,  the 
other  facilities  remain  closed.  Repair  of  the  remaining  damaged  section  of  1-280  and  the  U.S. 
101  ramps  between  Fell  and  Turk  Streets  are  not  expected  to  be  completed  until  spring  of 
199371/ 

In  April  1990,  Mayor  Agnos  proposed  that  the  City  demolish  the  elevated  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  Demolition  of  the  structure  was  approved  and  initiated  in  February  1991.  Demolition 
was  put  on  hold  as  a  result  of  unplanned  collapses  of  segments  of  the  freeway,  but  has  recently 
resumed  upon  completion  of  Caltrans'  review  of  the  demolition  plan.  Mayor  Agnos  has 
proposed  constructing  a  depressed,  limited-access  roadway  within  the  same  right-of-way.  The 
feasibility  of  implementing  this  project  and  the  sources  of  funding  that  would  be  required  are 
being  studied  by  City  staff  at  the  Mayor's  direction  and  would  be  subject  to  separate 
environmental  review. 

In  the  vicinity  of  YBC,  Market,  Mission,  Howard,  Folsom,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  as  well  as 
Second  Street  (south  of  Howard  Street)  and  Harrison  Street  (west  of  Fourth  Street)  are 
designated  as  Transit  Preferential  Streets  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan,  on  which  priority  is  given  to  transit  vehicles  over  autos  during  commute  and 
business  hours  on  weekdays./2/  Howard,  Folsom  and  Harrison  Streets,  as  well  as  Fourth  and 
Fifth  Streets  (each  south  of  Howard  Street)  are  designated  as  Primary  Vehicular  Streets,  which 
the  Master  Plan  defines  as  "major  routes  for  automobile  and  truck  movements  into  and  out  of  the 
Downtown  area." 

Market  and  Mission  Streets  carry  two-way,  east/west  traffic  with  no  left  turns  permitted. 
Howard  and  Harrison  Streets  carry  westbound  traffic  only  in  the  project  area,  and  Folsom  Street 
carries  eastbound  traffic  only.  Third  and  Fourth  Street  are  a  one-way  couplet,  with  northbound 
traffic  on  Third  Street,  and  Fourth  Street  carrying  southbound  traffic.  Second  and  Fifth  Streets 
are  both  two-way  roadways. 
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TRAFFIC  CHARACTERISTICS 
Pedestrians 

Sidewalks  within  YBC  have  a  mixed  level  of  pedestrian  activity.  Pedestrian  counts  were 
conducted  at  mid-block  locations  in  the  YBC  vicinity  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  (4:30  p.m.  to 
5:30  p.m.)  to  determine  sidewalk  operations./3/  Currently,  sidewalks  on  three  sides  of  the 
Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  construction  site  (the  block  bounded  by  Mission, 
Howard,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets)  are  closed  as  a  result  of  construction.  Pedestrians  are 
directed  to  use  sidewalks  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  affected  street. 

The  south  sidewalk  on  Howard  Street  and  the  north  sidewalk  on  Mission  Street  between  Third 
and  Fourth  Streets  currently  operate  in  unimpeded  conditions  during  the  15-minute  p.m.  peak 
period.  The  west  sidewalk  of  Third  Street  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  and  the  east 
sidewalk  of  Fourth  Street  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets,  also  operate  in  unimpeded 
conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak  period.  The  east  sidewalks  on  Third  Street  and  the  west 
sidewalks  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets  operate  in  impeded  conditions. 
Appendix  C,  Table  C-3,  p.  C-26  describes  pedestrian  flow  rates  and  levels  of  service. 

Transit  Systems 

The  YBC  area  is  served  by  local  and  regional  transit  systems,  including  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway  (MUNI),  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART),  Golden  Gate  Transit,  and  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  (SamTrans).  Additionally,  YBC  is  within  walking  distance  (1/2  to  3/4  mile)  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal  and  the  CalTrain  Depot,  where  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  (AC  Transit) 
and  Golden  Gate  Transit  basic  service  bus  routes,  and  CalTrain  Peninsula  Commute  Service 
originate,  respectively.  Figure  12,  p.  Ill,  shows  transit  located  in  the  YBC  vicinity. 

MUNI  provides  transit  service  to  YBC  via  the  MUNI  Metro  underground  service  provided  along 
Market  Street.  The  MUNI  Metro  underground  service  has  a  p.m.  peak-hour  maximum  load 
factor  of  about  1.81  passengers  per  seat./4/  MUNI  surface  bus  lines  travel  along  all  major  streets 
in  the  YBC  vicinity.  The  14-,  14L-,  and  14X-Mission  and  26- Valencia  travel  along  Mission 
Street  in  the  YBC  vicinity.  The  12-Folsom  travels  along  Howard  Street  in  the  YBC  vicinity. 
Along  Third  Street,  the  9-,  9AX-,  and  9BX-San  Bruno,  15-Third,  30-Stockton,  and  45- 
Union/Stockton  serve  transit  passengers.  The  9X-San  Bruno  Express,  30-Stockton  and 
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45-Union/Stockton  operate  along  Fourth  Street.  The  average  maximum  load  factor  for  MUNI 
bus  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  is  approximately  1.30  passengers  per  seat./4/ 

BART  provides  transit  service  to  East  Bay  and  Peninsula  locations  via  the  rail  lines  underneath 
Market  Street.  The  Powell  Street  and  Montgomery  Street  Stations  are  closest  to  YBC.  The  p.m. 
peak-hour  load  factor  for  BART  trains  is  approximately  1 .27  passengers  per  seat,  measured  for 
total  transbay  service./5/ 

Golden  Gate  Transit  operates  basic  service  lines  from  the  Transbay  Terminal,  Civic  Center  lines, 
and  a  shuttle  between  Financial  District,  and  Civic  Center  lines  along  Howard  Street.  The 
average  p.m.  peak-hour  load  factor  for  the  northbound  direction  (San  Francisco  to  Marin 
County)  is  approximately  0.60  passengers  per  seat./6/ 

Sam  Trans  operates  about  ten  routes  along  Mission  Street.  The  average  p.m.  peak-hour  load 
factor  is  approximately  0.70  passengers  per  seat./7/  AC  Transit  provides  transbay  bus  service  to 
the  "East  Bay  from  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  average  p.m.  peak-hour  load  factor  is  about  0.90 
passengers  per  seat./8/ 

Mixed  Vehicles 

Traffic  conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  (4:30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m.)  were  analyzed  through  the 
use  of  turning  movement  counts  at  intersections  in  the  YBC  vicinity 79/  The  results  of  LOS 
analysis  for  intersections  in  the  YBC  vicinity  are  presented  in  Table  13,  p.  113.  As  shown,  all 
study  intersections  currently  operate  at  acceptable  service  levels  (LOS  D  or  better). 

Traffic  conditions  on  streets  and  at  intersection  and  freeway  access  points  on  Harrison  Street  and 
•   south  of  it  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1985  were  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  certified 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  August  1990.  This  information,  which  is  presented  on 
pp.  IV.E.  1  to  IV.E.  13  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  is  incorporated  into  this  document  by  reference 
and  summarized  below./ 10/ 

Of  the  study  intersections  outside  the  Mission  Bay  area,  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets  / 1-280 
ramps  intersection  was  counted  as  having  the  highest  traffic  volumes  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
The  next  highest  volumes  were  at  intersections  on  westbound  Harrison  Street,  where  1-80  ramps 
are  at  First/Essex,  Fourth,  Fifth  and  Seventh  Streets.  Traffic  volumes  at  intersections  on 
eastbound  Bryant  Street  at  1-80  ramps  (Fifth,  Fourth  and  near  Second  Streets)  were  substantially 
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lower  than  the  Harrison  Street  / 1-80  ramp  intersections  because  westbound  and  southbound 
traffic  (Harrison  Street  ramps)  is  from  the  Financial  District,  while  eastbound  traffic  (Bryant 
Street  ramps)  is  from  the  lower-density  Civic  Center  and  western  C-3  district. 

•  Special  Transportation  Needs  of  Vicinity  Residents 

The  resident  population  in  the  YBC  vicinity  includes  elderly  people  and  persons  with  physical 
disabilities.  Special  transportation  needs  for  this  component  of  the  population  relate  to  ease  of 
access  to  public  transit  and  pedestrian  amenities.  Current  MUNI  service  in  the  area  includes 
some  buses  (9X-San  Bruno  Express  and  15-Third)  that  are  wheelchair  accessible  and  that 
"kneel"  (i.e.,  lower  the  front  of  the  bus)  to  allow  easier  access  for  passengers.  Other  buses  ( 14- 
Mission,  30-Stockton,  and  45-Union/Stockton)  do  not  have  these  capabilities.  The  14-Mission 
and  30-Stockton  are  scheduled  to  be  upgraded  to  have  the  greater  accessibility  within  the  next 
few  years./ 10a/  As  stated  above,  the  west  sidewalks  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market  and 
Howard  Streets  currently  operate  in  impeded  conditions.  In  response  to  this  condition  and  to  the 
need  of  the  resident  population  that  use  these  sidewalks,  the  City  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic  undertook  a  study  of  pedestrian  conditions  on  Fourth  Street.  The  study  recommended 
various  improvements  to  the  west  sidewalks  including  sidewalk  widenings,  removal  or 
relocation  of  sidewalk  obstructions,  such  as  newspaper  racks,  and  closure  of  the  Fourth  Street 
access  driveways  for  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Street  garage./ 10b/ 

PARKING 

Surveys  of  existing  on-street  parking  in  the  area  bounded  by  Market,  Second,  Bryant  and  Fifth 
Streets,  and  off-street  parking  within  YBC,  were  conducted  to  determine  the  number  of  legal 
parking  spaces  available  and  occupancy  conditions./ 1 1/  During  the  parking  survey  period,  a 
portion  of  the  on-street  parking  spaces  were  unavailable  due  to  construction  zones  associated 
with  the  Moscone  Center  expansion  project. 

Of  the  109  block  faces  surveyed,  there  were  a  total  of  about  1,580  legal  on-street  parking  spaces. 
The  use  regulations  governing  these  spaces  had  the  following  breakdown:  about  610  metered, 
590  unmetered,  270  loading  zone,  and  1 10  special  designations  (i.e.,  handicapped  (blue  curb), 
passenger  loading  (white  curb),  and  short  term  (green  curb)  parking  spaces).  The  average 
occupancy  in  legal  metered  and  unmetered  ("gray  curb")  spaces  is  100  percent.  The  average 
occupancy  for  all  types  of  parking  spaces,  including  illegally  parked  vehicles,  is  104  percent. 
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YBC  has  about  4,100  off-street  parking  spaces  (about  1,250  spaces  in  private  lots  or  garages, 
2,780  spaces  in  public  lots  or  garages,  and  70  spaces  are  currently  used  by  construction  workers 
related  to  the  Moscone  Center  expansion  project).  These  off-street  parking  spaces  are  about  85 
to  90  percent  occupied  during  midday  weekday  periods. 

The  portion  of  YBC  north  of  Minna  Street  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area 
designated  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  a  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan./ 12/  A  Plan  goal  is  to 
reduce  the  number  of  private  commuter  vehicles  and  excess  automobile  traffic  in  the  downtown 
core;  the  Plan  discourages  the  addition  of  new  long-term  parking  spaces  in  and  around 
downtown.  The  portion  of  YBC  between  Minna  and  Folsom  Streets  is  located  outside  the 
Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area;  it  is  located  in  an  area  designated  as  a  Parking  Belt  in 
the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan.  Parking  belts  are  areas  that  the  Plan  identifies  as  appropriate  for  short-term  parking 
facilities  to  replace  spaces  removed  from  the  core  area. 
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NOTES  -  Transportation 

III    Lisa  Murphy,  Caltrans  Public  Information  Section,  telephone  conversation,  April  18,  1991. 

121    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation.  An  Element  of  the  Master 
Plan,  November  1984. 

131    Pedestrian  counts  were  made  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  on  Wednesday 
and  Thursday  (February  6  and  7,  1991,  respectively)  from  4:30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

141    San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  Maximum  Load  Point  Report,  for  period  ending 
September  1990. 

151    Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District,  Quarterly  Performance  Report.  July  -  September  1 990. 

161    Passenger  count  reports  provided  by  Al  Zahradnik,  Senior  Planner,  Golden  Gate  Transit, 
February  7,  1991. 

Ill    Jim  Dehart,  Planner,  San  Mateo  Transit  District,  telephone  conversation,  February  1 1, 
1991. 

/8/    Howard  Jefferies,  Scheduler,  AC  Transit,  telephone  conversation,  February  8,  1991. 

191    Manual  turning  movement  traffic  counts  were  conducted  by  Environmental  Science 

Associates,  Inc.  on  Tuesday  and  Wednesday  (October  2  and  3,  1990,  respectively)  from 
4:30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

/ 10/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E). 

•  /10a/  Annette  Williams,  MUNI,  telephone  conversation,  March  24,  1992. 

•  /10b/  Koorosh  Hariri,  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 

telephone  conversation,  October  18,  1990.  Fourth  Street  Streetscape  Study  was  prepared 
February  1990. 

/1 1/  On-street  parking  survey  was  conducted  on  Wednesday,  November  14,  1990,  from  1:00 
p.m.  to  3:00  p.m.  and  Thursday,  November  15,  1990  from  10:00  a.m.  to  12:00  noon  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  and  off-street  parking  survey  was  conducted  on 
Tuesday,  November  13,  1990  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

/ 1 2/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan.  An  Area  Plan  of  the  Master 
Plan.  November  1984. 


E.  AIR  QUALITY 


The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  a  regional  monitoring 
network  that  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  air  pollutants:  ozone  (O3),  carbon 
monoxide  (CO),  particulate  matter  (PMjq),  lead  (Pb),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  and  sulfur 
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dioxide  (SO2).  On  the  basis  of  the  monitoring  data,  the  Bay  Area,  including  San  Francisco, 
currently  is  designated  a  non-attainment  area  with  respect  to  the  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards. 
In  addition,  San  Francisco  occasionally  experiences  violations  of  state  eight-hour  CO  and  PMjo 
standards.  A  three-year  summary  of  the  data  collected  at  the  BAAQMD  monitoring 
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station  nearest  the  project  site  (about  1.3  miles  south  at  10  Arkansas  Street)  is  shown  in 
Appendix  D  together  with  the  corresponding  federal  and/or  state  ambient  air  quality  standards. 
In  1989,  there  were  13  violations  of  the  state  average  24-hour  PM^q  standard  in  San  Francisco. 
In  1988,  there  was  one  violation  of  the  federal  and  state  eight-hour  CO  standard  and  five 
violations  of  the  state  24-hour  average  PM  \q  standard  in  San  Francisco.  In  1987,  there  was  one 
violation  of  the  federal  and  state  eight-hour  average  CO  standard  and  four  violations  of  the  state 
PMjo  standards./ 1/ 

CO  concentrations  are  monitored  from  both  the  10  Arkansas  Street  areawide  monitoring  station 
and  from  939  Ellis  Street,  which  is  located  at  Van  Ness  Avenue,  a  heavily  traveled  corridor. 

In  December  1985,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  monitored  CO  and  counted  traffic  at  the 
intersection  of  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets,  less  than  one  mile  from  the  project  site.  This  data, 
along  with  CO  background  data  from  the  Potrero  District  air  quality  station,  was  used  to 
correlate  the  relationship  between  traffic  and  CO  emissions.  Data  from  these  two  monitoring 
locations  indicate  that  areas  in  San  Francisco  near  streets  with  high  traffic  volumes  and 
congested  flows  may  experience  violations  of  the  state  and  federal  eight-hour  CO  standard  under 
adverse  meteorological  conditions. 

Comparison  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  monitoring  stations  in  the  region 
indicates  that  San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  least  degraded  of  all  the  developed 
portions  of  the  Bay  Area.  Three  of  the  four  prevailing  winds,  west,  northwest,  and  west- 
northwest,  blowing  off  the  Pacific  Ocean,  reduce  the  potential  for  San  Francisco  to  receive 
pollutants  from  elsewhere  in  the  region. 

Data  from  monitoring  within  San  Francisco  show  there  have  been  occasional  local  violations  of 
state  and  federal  CO  and  state  (but  not  federal)  fine  particulate  standards,  due  largely  to  pollutant 
emissions  from  within  the  City.  CO  is  a  non-reactive  pollutant  and  its  major  source  is  motor 
vehicles.  CO  concentrations  are  generally  highest  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  congestion. 
Particulate  levels  are  relatively  low  near  the  coast,  increase  with  distance  inland,  and  peak  in  dry, 
sheltered  valleys.  The  primary  sources  of  particulates  in  San  Francisco  are  demolition  and 
construction  activities,  and  motor  vehicle  travel  over  paved  roads. 

San  Francisco,  like  all  other  sub  regions  in  the  Bay  Area,  contributes  to  regional  air  quality 
problems,  primarily  ozone,  a  regional  problem,  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  Ozone  is  not 


66 


V.  Environmental  Setting 
E.  Air  Quality 

emitted  directly  from  sources,  but  is  produced  in  the  atmosphere  over  time  and  distance  through 
a  complex  series  of  photochemical  reactions  involving  hydrocarbon  (HC)  and  nitrogen  oxide 
(NOx)  emissions,  which  are  carried  downwind  as  the  photochemical  reaction  occurs.  Ozone 
standards  are  violated  most  often  in  the  Santa  Clara,  Livermore,  and  Diablo  Valleys,  because 
local  topography  and  meteorological  conditions  favor  the  buildup  of  ozone  and  its  precursors 
there. 

In  1983,  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  were  the  source  of  87%  of  the  CO,  39%  of  the  HC,  62% 
of  the  TSP,  9%  of  the  SOx  and  54%  of  the  NOx  emitted  in  San  Francisco./2/  These  percentages 
are  expected  to  apply  reasonably  well  to  current  conditions. 

The  Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP)  describes  the  Bay  Area's  current  plans  for  meeting 
State  clean  air  laws./3/  The  goal  of  the  CAP  is  to  improve  air  quality  throughout  the  1990s 
through  tighter  industry  controls,  cleaner  cars  and  trucks,  cleaner  fuels,  and  increased  commute 
alternatives.  The  CAP  encourages  cities  and  counties  to  adopt  measures  in  support  of  this  goal. 
Identified  measures  include:  developing  rules  to  reduce  vehicle  trips  to  major  residential 
developments,  shopping  centers,  and  other  indirect  sources;  encouraging  cities  and  counties  to 
plan  for  high  density  development;  and  clustering  development  with  mixed  uses  in  the  vicinity 
of  mass  transit  stations. 

Effective  January  1,  1989,  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  provided  for  the  designation  of  districts 
into  three  classes:  moderate  (defined  as  a  district  that  can  attain  the  state  air  quality  standards  by 
December  31,  1994);  serious  (areas  that  can  attain  the  Standards  by  December  31,  1997);  and 
severe  (areas  that  cannot  attain  the  standards  by  December  31,  1997  or  that  cannot  specify  an 
attainment  date).  In  each  case,  the  Act  specifies  pollution  control  strategies  that  must  be 
adopted.  In  all  cases,  plans  are  required  to  demonstrate  a  five-percent-per-year  reduction  in  the 
emissions  for  all  non-attainment  air  pollutants  or  their  precursors,  unless  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  determines  that  all  feasible  measures  are  being  employed.  The  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin  has  been  designated  as  severe,  due  to  its  inability  to  attain  state  standards  by  199774/ 
This  designation  will  result  in  the  implementation  of  specific  measures,  such  as  no  net  increase 
in  emissions  from  new  stationary  sources,  retrofit  emission  control  devices  on  existing 
stationary  sources,  low-emission  vehicles  for  motor  vehicle  fleets,  and  transportation  control 
measures  to  achieve  an  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  of  1.5  passengers  per  car  during 
commute  hours  by  1999. 
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NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

III     State  standards  for  particulate  matter  changed  in  1983  and  federal  standards  changed  in 
1987  to  concentrate  on  fine  particulate  matter  (PMjoX  which  has  been  demonstrated  to 
have  health  implications  when  inhaled.  The  previous  state  and  federal  particulate 
standards  were  100  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (ug/m^)  and  260  ug/nP  of  particulates, 
respectively.  The  present  state  and  federal  PMjq  standards  are  50  ug/m^  and  150  ug/nA 
respectively,  of  fine  particulate  matter.  Although  both  the  previous  and  present  particulate 
standards  are  measured  in  ug/m^,  under  the  PM[q  standards  only  those  particulates  10 
microns  or  less  in  size  are  measured.  The  BAAQMD  (Thomas  Perardi)  has  stated  that 
TSP  includes  about  50%  to  60%  of  particulates  of  10  microns  or  less;  thus,  the  TSP 
standards  are  generally  equivalent  to  the  PM  [q  standards.  BAAQMD  is  currently 
monitoring  PMjq  at  seven  Bay  Area  monitoring  stations,  including  the  16th  and  Arkansas 
station  in  San  Francisco. 

121     Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  Emissions  Inventory  Summary 
Report  (base  year  1983),"  San  Francisco,  California,  August  1987. 

131     Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  and  MTC,  1991  Clean  Air 
Plan.  October  1991. 

14/     David  Burch,  Planner,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  telephone 
conversation,  April  10,  1991. 


F.  SEISMICITY 


The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  includes  information  on  seismic  safety  issues  in  the  C-3  District  of 

•  downtown  San  Francisco  on  pp.  IV.K.l  to  IV. K. 8.  That  information  remains  current  and  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  provides  similar 
information  for  that  area  on  pp.  154  to  163,  as  does  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  for  its  project  area  on 

•  pp.  VI.K.  1  to  VI.K.  18.  Neither  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  nor  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  provides 
any  new  data  about  seismic  issues  that  establish  a  need  for  revisions  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
information  or  conclusions. 


In  summary,  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  like  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area,  is 
subject  to  potentially  large  earthquakes  from  the  San  Andreas  fault  (about  9  miles  southwest  of 
Downtown)  and  the  Hay  ward  and  Calaveras  faults  (about  12  and  23  miles  east  of  Downtown, 
respectively).  Relatively  more  land  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  is  subject  to  violent 
groundshaking  intensity  than  in  the  rest  of  the  City  because  the  eastern  edge  of  the  area, 
including  nearly  all  of  Mission  Bay,  is  built  on  filled  land.  Employment  growth,  such  as  that 
expected  under  the  Revised  Main  Program,  would  result  in  larger  numbers  of  people  being 
exposed  in  the  future  to  earthquake  hazards  if  a  major  earthquake  occurred  during  the  day.  New 
buildings  are  subject  to  more  stringent  building  and  structural  standards  than  are  older  buildings. 
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However,  glass,  and  in  some  cases,  building  cladding,  is  expected  to  endanger  those  on  the 
streets  and  sidewalks,  and  nonstructural  hazards  (such  as  sliding  furniture  and  falling 
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objects)  would  endanger  building  occupants.  The  bridges  leading  to/from  San  Francisco  are 
expected  to  be  closed  for  over  three  days  due  to  damaged  access  ramps.  The  same  would  be  true 
of  the  freeways  heading  south  to  the  Peninsula.  Muni  and  CalTrain  would  be  out  of  service  for 
some  time,  and  power  outages  would  occur  for  at  least  one  or  two  days  (see  Downtown  Plan 
EIR  pp.  IV.K.l-17a;  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  pp.  Vl.K.l  1-15  and  33-43;  South  of  Market 
EIR.  pp.  154-174). 

An  earthquake  with  a  magnitude  of  7.1  on  the  Richter  Scale  occurred  in  the  Bay  Area  on 
October  17,  1989.  The  earthquake  lasted  about  15  seconds  and  caused  damage  in  the  epicentral 
region  in  Santa  Cruz,  Watsonville,  Hollister  and  Los  Gatos.  San  Francisco  and  other  areas,  as 
far  as  60  miles  from  the  epicenter,  were  also  damaged. 

Casualties  and  damage  were  caused  by  falling  objects,  collapsed  structures,  fire,  and 
miscellaneous  injuries  (such  as  heart  attacks).  Most  of  the  casualties  and  damage  were  a  result 
of  groundshaking,  which  caused  the  Cypress  structure  of  1-880  to  collapse,  as  well  as  collapse  of 
a  section  of  the  Bay  Bridge,  which  rendered  it  closed  to  traffic  for  one  month.  The  Cypress 
structure  has  since  been  demolished.  Other  structural  damage  was  incurred  on  The  Embarcadero 
Freeway  and  portions  of  1-280  and  U.S.  101.  Groundshaking  caused  some  masonry  structures 
(including  brick  chimneys)  to  fail.  Wood-frame  buildings  were  jolted  off  their  foundations  in 
areas  near  the  epicenter  as  well  as  in  San  Francisco  and  other  Bay  Area  cities.  San  Francisco's 
double-decked  freeway  structures  were  damaged  but  did  not  collapse. 

Ground  failure  also  occurred,  most  notably  in  the  Santa  Cruz  areas  near  the  epicenter. 
Landslides  resulted  in  road  closures  and  damage  to  structures.  Liquefaction  and  ground 
settlement  occurred  in  places  further  from  the  epicenter  (for  example  in  the  Marina  District  and 
the  South  of  Market  area  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  Oakland  International  Airport).  Fires 
resulted  from  ruptured  utility  lines.  The  type  of  damage  caused  by  the  earthquake  is  typical  of 
that  to  be  expected  from  moderate  sized  earthquakes.  Damage  that  occurred  at  distances  of  up  to 
60  miles  from  the  epicenter  is  evidence  that  the  YBC  area  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
earthquakes  occurring  on  any  of  the  region's  major  faults. 

An  earthquake  of  similar  magnitude  to  (or  larger  than)  the  1989  earthquake  could  occur  on  the 
San  Andreas,  Hayward,  Calaveras  or  Greenville  faults.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  analyzes  seismic 
impacts  for  an  8.4  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  Richter  scale  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  a 
6.9  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  Hayward  Fault,  a  7.3  magnitude  earthquake  on  the 
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Calaveras  Fault,  and  a  7. 1  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  San  Gregorio  Fault  and  describes 
potential  damage  that  generally  is  greater  than  that  experienced  in  October,  1989.  Other  active 
faults  in  the  region  could  produce  smaller  earthquakes. 

The  YBC  FEER  discusses  the  geologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  and  the  general  response 
of  the  site  to  earthquakes  on  pp.  191  to  206;  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  summarizes  the 
YBC  FEER  discussion  of  existing  geologic  conditions  on  pp.  92  to  95.  The  information 
contained  in  the  YBC  FEER  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remains  accurate,  and  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and  summarized  below. 

About  90%  of  YBC  is  underlain  by  unconsolidated  deposits  of  dune  sand,  artificial  fill,  and 
undifferentiated  sediments.  The  remaining  10%  of  the  site  (parts  of  SB-3  and  SB-4)  is  underlain 
by  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Formation.  Potential  earthquake  hazards  on  the  site  include 
groundshaking,  liquefaction,  and  subsidence.  A  major  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  or 
Hayward  Faults  would  produce  "Strong,"  "Very  Strong,"  or  "Violent"  groundshaking  at  the  site, 
depending  on  the  depth  and  response  characteristics  of  the  underlying  geologic  materials./ 1/  In 
general,  bedrock  (unless  fractured  or  sheared)  is  the  most  stable  material  during  an  earthquake, 
while  artificial  fill  is  the  most  unstable.  Liquefaction  and  subsidence  would  probably  be  limited 
to  areas  underlain  by  artificial  fill  (see  Figure  14,  p.  93,  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement). 
For  further  information  on  the  geologic  conditions  and  seismic  hazards  in  the  project  area,  refer 
to  pp.  1 9 1  -206  of  the  YBC  FEER  and  pp.  92-95  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

NOTES  -  Seismicity 

l\l    Groundshaking  in  San  Francisco  is  classified  on  a  five-point  scale  ranging  from  A  (Very 
Violent)  to  E  (Weak)  (URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety 
Investigation.  1974).  This  "San  Francisco"  intensity  scale  is  based  on  observations  of 
earthquake  effects  made  after  the  1906  San  Francisco  earthquake.  Groundshaking 
intensities  in  the  YBC  area  would  vary  from  B  (Violent)  to  D  (Strong)  (shown  in  Figure 
15,  p.  94  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement).  The  scale  reflects  the  relative  intensity  of 
groundshaking;  however,  specific  effects  on  structures  will  differ  from  those  observed 
after  the  1906  earthquake  because  of  changes  in  building  practices  since  1906. 

G.  HAZARDS 

BACKGROUND 

The  YBC  area  is  currently  occupied  by  a  variety  of  residential,  commercial,  manufacturing,  and 
industrial  uses,  and  has  a  history  of  such  uses.  Portions  of  the  YBC  area  could  be  contaminated 
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from  past  activities  involving  the  storage,  use  or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials,  while  other 
portions  of  the  YBC  area  may  be  unaffected. 
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Certain  chemical  and  physical  properties  of  a  substance  may  cause  it  to  be  considered  hazardous. 
Under  state  law,  hazardous  properties  are  grouped  into  four  general  categories:  toxic,  ignitable, 
corrosive,  and  reactive./ 1/  As  defined  in  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR),  Title  22, 
Section  66084,  a  "hazardous  material"  is  a  "substance  or  combination  of  substances  which, 
because  of  its  quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics,  may 
either  (1)  cause,  or  significantly  contribute  to,  an  increase  in  mortality  or  an  increase  in  serious 
irreversible,  or  incapacitating  reversible  illness;  or  (2)  pose  a  substantial  present  or  potential 
hazard  to  human  health  or  environment  when  improperly  treated,  stored,  transported  or  disposed 
of  or  otherwise  managed." 

According  to  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  Section  25124,  and  for  purposes  of  this 
EIR,  a  "hazardous  waste"  is  any  hazardous  material  that  is  abandoned,  discarded  or  in  storage 
prior  to  recycling.  The  categories  that  apply  to  hazardous  materials  also  apply  to  hazardous 
wastes:  toxicity,  ignitability,  corrosivity,  or  reactivity.  For  example,  soil  that  is  excavated  from 
a  site  containing  hazardous  materials  would  be  a  hazardous  waste  if  it  exceeded  specific  CCR 
Title  22  criteria. 

Environmental  contaminants  are  not  necessarily  hazardous  materials  or  hazardous  wastes.  For 
purposes  of  this  EIR,  soil  or  water  is  considered  to  be  contaminated  if  it  contains  elevated  (above 
natural  background)  levels  of  a  chemical  substance,  and  if  the  resulting  soil  or  water  has  the 
potential  to  cause  human  health  effects  or  adversely  affect  the  natural  environment  pursuant  to 
established  regulatory  criteria. 

Remediation  (clean-up)  of  hazardous  wastes  found  at  a  project  site  is  required  if  excavation  is 
performed  at  the  site;  it  may  also  be  required  if  other  activities  are  proposed.  Even  if  soil  or 
groundwater  at  a  contaminated  site  do  not  have  the  characteristics  required  to  be  defined  as 
hazardous  wastes,  remediation  of  the  site  may  be  required  by  regulatory  agencies  subject  to 
jurisdictional  authority.  As  described  below,  several  regulatory  agencies  usually  become 
involved  in  overseeing  site  remediation  activities  subject  to  jurisdictional  authority.  Clean-up 
requirements  are  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis  by  the  agency  having  lead  jurisdiction. 

HAZARDOUS  WASTE  REGULATORY  FRAMEWORK 

The  generation,  storage  and  handling  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  regulated  by  various 
federal,  state  and  local  laws  and  regulations  aimed  at  the  protection  of  public  health  and  the 
environment.  A  brief  summary  of  regulations  follows;  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  federal  and 
state  regulations  is  presented  in  Appendix  E. 
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Federal  and  State 

At  the  federal  level,  the  primary  laws  governing  hazardous  wastes  are  the  Resource  Conservation 
and  Recovery  Act  of  1976  (RCRA),  and  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (CERCLA).  Generally,  these  laws  require  that 
responsible  parties  report  any  known  hazardous  waste  contamination  of  soil  or  groundwater  to 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA). 

At  the  state  level,  the  California  Hazardous  Waste  Control  Law  (HWCL)  is  the  state  equivalent 
of  RCRA.  California  regulations  incorporate  federal  standards,  but  in  many  respects  are  stricter. 
The  Toxic  Substance  Control  Division  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS)  is 
the  agency  empowered  to  enforce  federal  hazardous  materials  and  waste  regulations  in 
California,  in  conjunction  with  the  EPA.  When  hazardous  waste  is  transported  for  treatment  or 
disposal,  hazardous  waste  manifests  must  be  prepared  by  the  generator.  A  hazardous  waste 
manifest  lists  a  description  of  the  waste,  its  intended  destination,  and  regulatory  information 
about  the  waste.  A  copy  of  each  manifest  must  be  filed  with  DHS. 

YBC  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
(RWQCB),  which  has  the  authority  to  require  groundwater  investigations  and  to  remediate  a  site 
when  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  state  are  threatened.  Clean-up  standards  employed  by  the 
RWQCB  can  be  more  stringent  than  those  used  by  EPA  or  DHS./2/  If  soils  containing 
hazardous  materials  are  excavated,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD) 
may  impose  specific  requirements  on  such  activities  to  protect  ambient  air  quality  from  dust  or 
airborne  contaminants. 

Local 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  are 
involved  directly  in  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  within  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  Department  of  Public  Health  is  designated  by  the  RWQCB  to  enforce  the  state  Underground 
Storage  Tank  (UST)  program.  Permitting  of  underground  storage  tank  installation  and  removal 
is  overseen  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  also  issues 
permits  to  businesses  that  store  hazardous  materials  and  conducts  inspections  on  a  regular  basis 
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to  ensure  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements.  The  Department  of  Public  Health,  DHS  and 
RWQCB  jointly  oversee  subsurface  investigations  and  remediation  at  sites  containing  hazardous 
wastes. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  administers  Article  20,  Ordinance  No.  253-86,  of  the  Public 
Works  Code.  This  ordinance,  entitled  "Analyzing  the  Soil  for  Hazardous  Wastes,"  requires  soils 
testing  at  projects  in  San  Francisco  that  involve  excavation  in  areas  underlain  by  artificial  fill. 
The  ordinance  applies  to  properties  in  San  Francisco  located  on  the  San  Francisco  Bay  side  of 
the  original  high  tide  line  (or  any  other  sites  designated  by  the  Director  .)f  Public  Works,  who 
has  the  authority  to  specify  additional  sites  for  study  on  an  individual  basis).  YBC  does  not  lie 
within  the  designated  high-tide  zone,  and  does  not  fall  under  the  authority  of  this  ordinance./3/ 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  issues  permits  for  the  storage  of  flammable  liquids. 
Permitting  and  other  records  associated  with  the  storage  of  flammable  liquids  on  file  at  the  Fire 
Department  date  back  to  the  early  1900s,  prior  to  state  and  federal  involvement  in  hazardous 
material  and  waste  management. 

Site  remediation  or  development  may  be  subject  to  regulation  by  other  agencies.  For  example,  if 
extraction  of  contaminated  groundwater  or  construction  dewatering  of  a  hazardous  waste  site 
were  required,  subsequent  discharge  of  such  waters  to  the  stormwater/sewer  collection  system 
could  require  a  permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Industrial  Waste  Division. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL  WORKER  SAFETY  REQUIREMENTS 

Properties  found  to  be  contaminated  are  subject  to  special  worker  safety  requirements  both  to 
protect  construction  workers  during  demolition  and  excavation  and  to  protect  site  investigation 
and  cleanup  workers  who  are  performing  site  studies  or  site  remediation  activities.  In  both 
instances,  site  safety  plans  would  be  required  in  compliance  with  federal  and  state  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  requirements.  Such  site  safety  plans  typically 
include  provisions  for  safety  training,  safety  equipment,  accident  and  illness  prevention 
programs,  hazardous  substance  exposure  warnings,  and  emergency  response  and  fire  prevention 
plan  preparation.  Additional  information  on  hazards-related  safety  requirements  is  presented  in 
Appendix  E. 
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INFORMATION  SOURCES 

In  evaluating  the  potential  for  contamination  of  YBC  and  adjacent  areas,  this  report  used 
information  from  historical  archives,  such  as  fire  insurance  maps  prepared  by  the  Sanborn 
Insurance  Company,  and  database  records  and  files  of  federal,  state,  and  local  regulatory 
agencies.  Research  and  record  review  focused  on  those  portions  of  the  YBC  area  that  have  not 
been  redeveloped  as  yet  and  potential  areas  of  future  construction  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program.  As  CB-2  and  CB-3  have  already  been  excavated  and  developed  for  the  Moscone 
Underground  Exhibit  Rooms  (CB-2)  and  Marriot  Underground  Hotel  Meeting  Rooms  (CB-2), 
and  the  Moscone  Center,  respectively,  these  blocks  were  not  included  in  this  discussion  of 
potential  historic  sources  of  contamination. 

While  the  information  presented  here  is  believed  to  be  accurate,  no  certifications  or  guarantees 
can  be  made  to  that  effect.  Because  of  the  imprecise  nature  of  the  original  information  sources, 
no  representation  is  made  that  the  sites  discussed  below  are  the  only  potentially  contaminated 
areas,  nor  that  the  possible  contaminants  discussed  represent  the  sole  hazardous  waste-related 
problems  at  a  particular  site.  Furthermore,  because  public  agency  records  are  sometimes 
incomplete,  it  is  possible  that  remediation  of  environmental  contamination  has  already  occurred 
at  one  or  more  of  the  sites  discussed  below. 

HISTORIC  SITE  USES  AND  POTENTIAL  SOURCES  OF  CONTAMINATION 

Historic  land  uses  at  YBC  and  in  the  YBC  vicinity  were  evaluated  for  their  potential  to 
contaminate  the  site  with  hazardous  wastes.  The  YBC  area  in  the  late  1 800's  was  largely  an 
industrial  community  with  few  residential  uses./4/  The  John  Weiland  brewery  occupied  the 
eastern  portion  of  EB-3,  along  with  the  Mutual  Electric  Light  Company.  In  addition,  a  San 
Francisco  Gas  and  Electric  Substation  was  located  in  the  center  of  CB-1./5/ 

Much  of  the  YBC  area  was  destroyed  as  a  result  of  the  earthquake  and  subsequent  fires  in  1906. 
Reconstruction  turned  the  area  into  a  district  with  ground-level  commercial  uses  such  as  saloons, 
restaurants,  and  residential  units  on  upper  levels./4/ 

A  number  of  light  industrial  uses  are  evident  on  post-earthquake  historic  maps  of  the  YBC  area, 
primarily  in  the  southern  and  eastern  portions  of  the  YBC  area./5/  The  John  Weiland  Brewery 
continued  to  occupy  a  large  part  of  EB-3  in  1915.  The  map  also  indicates  an  underground  tank 
for  fuel  oil  at  the  brewery.  In  addition,  EB-3  was  the  site  of  the  Brodie  Ironworks, 
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John  R.  Rueblings  Sons  Co.  Electric  Wire  and  Rope,  Western  Electric  Company,  a  small  sheet 
metal  works,  a  glass  works,  a  wholesale  paints  warehouse,  and  a  physical  and  chemical 
laboratory.  American  Ever  Ready  manufactured  dry  batteries  on  Folsom  Street  between  Third 
and  Fourth  Street  (SB-2).  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  operated  the  substation  on 
Stevenson  Street  in  the  center  of  CB-1.  Finally,  a  number  of  small  print  shops  occupied  lots  on 
Market,  Howard,  Folsom  and  Tehama  Streets  in  191575/ 

By  the  1950's,  the  YBC  area  had  developed  into  a  fairly  industrial  area.  While  a  large  number  of 
flats  and  lodgings  remained,  a  number  of  new  industrial  uses  had  been  introduced,  including 
machine  shops,  sheet  metal  works,  a  brass  foundry,  auto  repair  shops,  engravers,  printers  and 
lithographers,  a  candy  factory,  an  aluminum  wrench  factory,  and  various  warehouses.  Some 
factories  and  warehouses  are  noted  on  the  historic  maps  to  have  had  coal  yards  or  gas  and  oil 
storage  facilities.  In  1950,  the  chemical  and  physical  laboratory  and  the  PG&E  substation  still 
occupied  the  same  lots  as  they  did  in  191 3-/5/ 

During  the  years  of  industrial  use,  contamination  of  site  soil  or  groundwater  could  have  occurred 
through  material  spills,  leaks,  carelessness,  accidents,  or  poor  waste  handling  processes. 
Potential  concerns  in  the  YBC  area  include  contamination  from  various  metal  works  wastes, 
printing  chemicals,  coal  yards,  battery  acids,  and  gas  and  oil  storage.  Table  5  lists  historic  site 
uses  that  could  have  contributed  to  soil  or  groundwater  in  the  YBC  area.  See  Figure  10,  p.  78, 
for  locations  of  historic  industrial  uses. 

The  EPA  maintains  a  list  of  hazardous  waste  sites  that  are  under  consideration  for  the  Superfund 
List  called  the  CERCLIS  database.  No  sites  within  the  YBC  area  appeared  on  this  list./6/ 

As  required  by  the  California  Health  and  Safety  code,  the  California  Department  of  Health 
Services  (DHS)  maintains  a  list,  refered  to  as  the  Bond  Expenditure  Plan  list,  of  hazardous  waste 
sites  targeted  for  cleanup  by  responsible  parties,  DHS  and  the  EPA  over  the  next  five  years.  No 
sites  within  the  YBC  area  appear  on  this  list./?/ 

In  addition,  a  relatively  small  portion  of  the  YBC  area  was  filled  to  grade  with  material  that 
consisted  of  dune  sand,  rock  waste  from  excavations,  man-made  debris,  and  organic  waste.  In 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  project  areas,  in  EB-2  and  EB-3,  artificial  fill  was  dumped  on  low- 
lying  land  to  a  depth  of  30  feet.  In  the  southwestern  portion  of  YBC,  (SB-1,  SB-2  and  WB-3) 
the  artificial  fill  was  dumped  on  tidal  marsh  to  a  depth  of  10  to  20  feet  (see  Figure  25  on  p.  195 
of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  delineation  of  artificial  fill  areas).  Such  heterogeneous  fill  has  been 
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TABLE  5:  HISTORIC  LAND  USES  AND  POTENTIAL  CONTAMINANTS  AT  YBC 


Land  Use 

PG&E  Substation 
hydrocarbons 

Western  Electric  Company 
hydrocarbons 

American  Ever  Ready  Battery 

Printing  and  Lithographing 

Machine  Shops 
hydrocarbons,  solvents 

Iron  Works 

hydrocarbons,  solvents 

Brass  Foundries 
hydrocarbons,  solvents 

Sheet  metal  works 
caustics 

Glass  works 

Wholesale  Paint  Warehouse 
Walkup  Drayage  and  Warehouse 

Service  station/Auto  repair 


Laboratory 


Gas  and  Oil  Storage 


Block 
CB-1 

EB-3 

SB-2 

CB-1,  SB-2,  SB-3 
SB-2,  EB-3 

SB-2 

SB-2 

SB-2,  EB-3 

EB-3 
EB-3 
EB-3 

EB-3 
EB-3 

EB-3,  SB-2 


Potential 
Contaminants 

PCBs,  petroleum 


PCBs,  petroleum 

Metals,  acids,  solvents 
Solvents,  metals 
Metals,  petroleum 

Metals,  petroleum 

Metals,  petroleum 

Metals,  acids,  solvents, 

Metals 

Metals,  solvents 

Solvents,  petroleum 
hydrocarbons 

Gasoline,  other  petroleum 
hydrocarbons,  metals,  acids, 
caustics,  solvents 

Solvents,  miscellaneous 
organic  compounds,  acids, 
caustics 

Gasoline,  oil,  solvents 


SOURCES:   Sanborn  Insurance  Company,  Fire  Insurance  Maps,  1989,  1900,  1915,  and  1915 
updated  to  1950,  and  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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implicated  as  a  source  of  persistent  soil  contamination  at  several  development  sites  in  this  area  of 
San  Francisco,  most  notably  with  heavy  metals  such  as  lead./8/  The  likelihood  of  contaminated 
fill  occurring  portions  of  this  part  of  the  City  was  the  reason  for  enactment  of  San  Francisco's 
"Testing  the  Soil  for  Hazardous  Wastes"  ordinance  in  1986. 

UNDERGROUND  STORAGE  TANKS 

Another  common  source  of  contamination  is  leaking  underground  storage  tanks  (UST).  Much 
soil  and  groundwater  contamination  in  industrial  areas  can  be  attributed  to  leaking  USTs,  which 
comprise  one  of  the  most  common  causes  of  environmental  contamination  in  California.  USTs 
have  been  in  use  since  the  turn  of  the  century,  most  commonly  for  the  storage  of  heating  oil  and 
automobile  fuel.  Prior  to  the  recognition  of  hazards  of  leaking  tanks  and  the  passage  of  federal 
regulations  in  1984,  USTs  were  regulated  only  by  the  fire  department  due  to  the  fire  hazard  of 
storing  large  quantities  of  flammable  materials.  Currently,  USTs  are  monitored  and  must  meet 
specific  construction  and  design  criteria  to  minimize  contamination  of  soil  or  groundwater. 

If  a  tank  leaks,  the  escaping  contents  will  contaminate  soil  adjacent  to  the  leak.  If  not  detected, 
contaminants  from  a  leaking  UST  could  reach  the  groundwater.  Contamination  of  groundwater 
with  fuel  is  considered  a  serious  environmental  effect,  causing  problems  that  can  extend  beyond 
the  leak  site. 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department  records  indicate  that  a  number  of  USTs  were  installed  in  the 
YBC  area  between  the  early  1920's  and  the  early  1980's.  Table  6  lists  tanks  that  Fire 
Department  files  identify  as  being  in  the  YBC  area  at  one  time.  The  status  of  many  of  these 
historic  USTs  is  unknown  due  both  to  the  age  of  the  records  and  the  historic  lack  of  UST 
regulation.  Some  may  have  been  removed,  others  abandoned  in  place,  and  others  may  remain 
underground  still  containing  petroleum  fuels  or  other  materials.  Any  of  these  tanks  may  have 
leaked,  causing  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  in  the  project  area. 

Records  of  permitted  USTs  currently  in  use  and  those  recently  removed  or  abandoned  in  place, 
are  maintained  at  both  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  and  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Health.  Table  7  lists  those  tanks  currently  permitted  in  the  YBC  area. 

The  San  Francisco  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  maintains  a  list  of  reported 
underground  fuel  tanks  leaks.  The  leaks  that  appear  on  this  list  remain  on  the  list  even  after 
remediation  is  complete.  Five  reported  fuel  leak  sites  within  or  directly  adjacent  to  the  YBC 
area  appear  on  this  list/9/ 
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TABLE  7:    PERMITTED  UNDERGROUND  STORAGE  TANKS  CURRENTLY  IN  USE  IN 
YBC 


Address 

50  Third  Street 
1988 

150  Fourth  Street 

61 1  Folsom  Street 
no  leaks 

737  Folsom  Street 
800  Folsom  Street 


Permitted  Facility 
Le  Meridien  Hotel 

Yerba  Buena  West 
Pacific  Bell 

Mendelsohn  House 

Yerba  Buena 
Union  76 


Description 
1  - 1 ,000  gallon  diesel  tank,  installed 

1-10,000  gal  tank,  empty,  in  place. 
4-7,500  gal.  tanks,  recently  tested, 

1-550  gallon  diesel  tanks 

3-10,000  gallon  product  tanks 
(regular,  premium,  unleaded) 
1-280  gallon  waste  oil  tank 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco  County  Department  of  Public  Health  Underground  Storage  Tanks 
permit  files  and  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  Underground  Storage  Tank  files. 


The  California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  also  maintains  a  list  of  sites  defined  as 
hazardous  by  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services.  The  "Hazardous  Waste  and 
Substance  Sites  List  Pursuant  to  AB  3750"  contains  sites  on  the  state  superfund  list  (known  as 
the  California  Bond  Expenditure  List)  as  well  as  less  severely  contaminated  sites.  Four  reported 
contaminated  sites  in  or  immediately  adjacent  to  the  YBC  area  appear  on  this  list,  as  well  as  the 
RWQCB  fuel  leaks  list.  The  problem  reported  for  all  of  the  sites  is  a  tank  leak./ 10/ 

Each  reported  contaminated  site  in  YBC  appearing  on  the  RWQCB  Fuel  Leaks  List  and  the 
Hazardous  Waste  and  Substance  Sites  List  is  described  below,  with  additional  information  as 
available  from  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  and  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
files: 

•      395  Third  Street.  Three  10,000  gallon  fuel  tanks  were  removed  from  this  site  of  a  former  Chevron 
Station  in  September,  1988.  A  leak  from  one  of  the  tanks  was  discovered  during  excavation  of  the 
tanks.  Contamination  was  remediated  according  to  a  report  describing  actions  taken  that  was 
submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health./9, 10,1 1,12/ 
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•  600  Harrison  Street.  A  tank  was  discovered  during  excavation  at  this  site.  Removal  of  the 
tank  was  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Health  Department./9,10,12/ 

•  760  Harrison  Street.  A  leak  was  discovered  during  excavation  in  1988  of  a  1,000  gallon 
gasoline  tank  initially  permitted  in  1958  to  Pacific  Scientific  Company.  The  contaminated 
soil  was  removed  and  the  site  remediated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  RWQCB./9, 10,1 1,12/ 

•  175  Natoma  Street.  A  tank  leak  was  reported  at  this  site  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.  The  California  Leaking  Underground  Storage  Tank  list  reports 
the  status  of  this  site  to  be  "no  action  taken".  This  site  also  appears  on  both  the  RWQCB 
Fuel  LeakLists./9,10,12/ 


OFF- SITE  SOURCES  OF  POTENTIAL  CONTAMINATION 


Land  can  be  affected  by  spills  or  contamination  at  adjacent  properties.  Use  of  hazardous 
materials  or  production  of  hazardous  wastes  on  parcels  adjacent  to  a  specific  site  within  YBC 
could  have  caused  contamination  affecting  that  specific  site.  The  primary  route  of  migration  of 
contaminants  from  one  site  to  another  is  through  groundwater.  In  YBC,  relatively  shallow 
groundwater  is  found  about  ten  feet  beneath  the  land  surface  and  is  assumed  from  observation  of 
topography  to  flow  generally  to  the  east,  toward  San  Francisco  Bay. 


SUMMARY 


YBC  supported  industrial  use  for  many  years.  Properties  within  YBC  could  have  been  affected 
by  activities  on  the  site,  at  other  properties  within  YBC  or  from  adjacent  properties.  Properties 
farther  away  than  about  one-half  block  are  less  likely  to  have  caused  contamination  of  a  site 
because  of  their  greater  distance.  Based  on  the  available  historic  information,  EB-3  and  SB-2 
would  be  of  most  concern  for  contamination  due  to  the  intensity  of  past  industrial  uses  on  these 
blocks.  It  is  possible  that  other  contamination  due  to  identified  or  non-identified  historic  land 
uses  exists.  However,  the  land  uses  noted  in  this  report  would  be  representative  of  industries 
that  could  have  caused  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  in  the  area.  In  addition,  the  potential 
for  unidentified  USTs  would  exist  for  all  blocks  in  the  YBC  area. 


NOTES  -  Hazardous  Materials  Setting 

/!/    Toxic  Substances  may  cause  short-term  or  long-lasting  health  effects,  ranging  from 
temporary  effects  to  permanent  disability,  or  even  death.  For  example,  such  substances 
can  cause  disorientation,  acute  allergic  reactions,  asphyxiation,  skin  irritation  or  other 
health  effects  if  human  exposure  exceeds  certain  levels  (the  level  depends  on  the  substance 
involved).  Carcinogens  (substances  known  to  cause  cancer)  are  a  special  class  of  toxic 
substances.  Examples  of  toxic  substances  include  benzene,  which  is  a  component  of 
gasoline  and  a  suspected  carcinogen,  and  methylene  chloride,  a  common  laboratory 
solvent. 
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Ignitable  substances  are  hazardous  because  of  their  ability  to  burn.  Gasoline,  hexane  and 
natural  gas  are  examples  of  ignitable  substances. 

Corrosive  materials  can  cause  severe  burns  or  damage  materials;  these  include  strong  acids 
and  bases,  such  as  lye  or  sulfuric  (battery)  acid. 

Reactive  materials  may  cause  explosions  or  generate  toxic  gases.  Explosives,  pure  sodium 
or  potassium  metal  (which  react  violently  with  water),  and  cyanide  are  examples  of 
reactive  materials. 

Ill    The  RWQCB  water  quality  protection  objectives  and  goals  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay 

Region  are  contained  in  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan.  San  Francisco  Bay  Basin.  Region 
£2),  December  1986. 

131    Provisions  of  the  San  Francisco's  "Analyzing  the  Soil  for  Hazardous  Wastes"  ordinance 
call  for  a  site  history  and  soils  investigation  to  be  conducted  prior  to  issuance  of  building 
permits  for  development  involving  excavation  of  more  than  50  cubic  yards  of  soil.  If  any 
subsurface  material  exceeding  hazardous  waste  standards  is  discovered  during  soil 
sampling  activities,  additional  investigations  and/or  site  remediation,  overseen  by 
appropriate  state  and  local  agencies,  can  be  required  before  issuance  of  a  building  permit. 

Under  specific  provisions  of  the  ordinance,  soils  must  be  analyzed  for  the  following 
chemical  parameters:  persistent  and  bioaccumulative  toxic  inorganics  (e.g.  metals), 
volatile  organics,  PCBs,  cyanides,  pH,  flammability,  sulfides,  methane  and  other 
flammable  gases,  and  any  other  parameters  designated  by  the  Director  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Health. 

141    Yerba  Buena  Convention  Center  Report  on  Historical  Cultural  Reasources.  Roger  R. 
Olmsted,  Nancy  L.  Olmsted,  Allen  Pastron,  November  4,  1977 

151    Sanborn  Insurance  Company,  Insurance  Maps,  1989,  1900,  1915,  and  1915  updated  to 
1950. 

161    U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  CERCLIS  Database,  July  23,  1990. 

Ill    California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Bond  Expenditure  Plan  list,  February  2,  1991. 

/8/    Data  on  heavy  metal  contamination  at  several  development  sites  in  San  Francisco  can  be 
found  in  various  reports  on  file  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  Toxic 
Control  Management  Group.  See  for  example,  Hills  Plaza  Site  Remediation  -  Final  Report 
(ESA,  1989)  or  other  reports  prepared  for  compliance  with  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code 
Article  20,  Chapter  10. 

191    San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Fuel  Leaks  List, 
January  7,  1991. 

1 101  California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  Hazardous  Waste  and  Substances  Sites  List 
Pursuant  to  AB  3750.  November,  1990. 

/1 1/  San  Francisco  City  and  County  Department  of  Public  Health,  Underground  Storage  Tank 
Permit  files,  February,  1991. 

712/  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Underground  Storage  Tank  files,  February,  1991. 
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H.  WATER 

•  The  YBC  FEER  discusses  existing  hydrologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  on  pp.  207  to  209, 
and  the  Second  YBC  FEIR  Supplement  summarizes  the  YBC  FEER  discussion  on  pages  95  to 
96.  The  information  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remains 
accurate,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and  summarized  in  the  following 
section. 

The  groundwater  table  in  the  area  ranged  from  eight  to  13  feet  below  the  surface  in  1964  and 
was  measured  in  at  least  one  well  to  be  7.3  feet  below  the  surface  in  1972  as  stated  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  on  p.  208.  De watering  programs  are  frequently  required  for  construction  projects  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  due  to  shallow  groundwater  conditions.  The  current  dewatering 
program  for  construction  of  the  Moscone  Center  Expansion  has  been  successful./ 1/  The 
discharge  from  this  system  is  difficult  to  estimate  because  flow  rates  are  not  monitored  and  they 
have  fluctuated.  However,  water  has  been  pumped  constantly  from  the  dewatering  system  for 
more  than  a  year./2/  The  pumping  of  this  system  has  lowered  the  water  table  as  evidenced  by 
reduction  of  and  interruption  of  flows  in  the  dewatering  system  that  surrounds  the  existing 
Moscone  Center  building./4/  As  reported  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  p.  208,  the  groundwater  table 
was  lowered  to  70  feet  below  the  surface  during  construction  of  the  BART  subway  stations  at 
Powell  and  Montgomery  Streets  (near  YBC).  The  Powell  Street  BART  station  dewatering 
system  continues  to  pump  about  150,000  gpd./3/  Water  supply  wells  serve  a  few  buildings  in 
this  part  of  downtown  San  Francisco  for  indoor,  non-potable  uses./3/ 

Salt  water  from  San  Francisco  Bay  penetrates  inland  from  the  shoreline,  but  it  does  not  reach 
YBC  as  reported  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  p.  208.  The  seawall  under  the  Embarcadero  restricts  the 
movement  of  the  saltwater.  The  seawall  is  a  structure  of  rubble  and  fill  which  extends  from  Fort 
Mason  to  China  Point  that  was  built  to  protect  the  artificially  filled  land  from  wave  erosion  at 
the  shoreline.  Although  the  groundwater  is  not  affected  by  salt  water,  it  may  contain  constituents 
that  have  migrated  to  the  subsurface  from  past  industrial  activities  on  the  site  or  on  adjacent 
sites,  areas  of  contaminated  fill,  leaking  underground  storage  tanks,  or  the  sewer  system  (see 
Section  G:  Hazards).  These  constituents  may  include  oil,  grease,  cleaning  solvents,  heavy 
metals  and  bacteria. 
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NOTES  -  Water  Setting 

III    William  Carney,  Landscape  Architect,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone 
conversation,  May  17,  1991. 

Ill    Ronald  Nicolini,  Project  Manager,  Tutor-Saliba  (Contractors  for  Moscone  Center 
Expansion  Project),  telephone  conversation,  May  20,  1991. 

131    Scott  Hamlin,  Hydrologist,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  telephone  conversation,  May  17, 
1991. 

14/    Timothy  Coney,  Chief  Engineer,  Moscone  Center,  telephone  conversation,  June  17,  1991. 
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VI.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


An  Initial  Study  of  the  proposed  project  was  published  on  June  20,  1991  and  it  was  determined 
that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  required  for  the  project.  The  Initial  Study  was  used  to 
focus  the  scope  of  this  Subsequent  EIR  by  determining  which  issues  have  received  adequate 

•  prior  review  and  do  not  need  additional  analysis.  The  adoption  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment 
to  the  YBG  DDA,  which  is  included  in  the  Initial  Study  as  part  of  the  project,  has  been 
superseded  by  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  indicated  in  this  Subsequent 

#  EIR.  This  does  not  change  the  Revised  Main  Program  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR.  nor 
does  it  change  the  impacts  described  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
project.  Issues  determined  as  a  result  of  the  Initial  Study  to  require  no  further  environmental 
analysis  include:  glare,  visual  quality,  wind  and  shadow,  noise,  construction  air  quality,  utilities 
and  public  services,  biology,  hydrology,  geology/topography,  water  quality,  energy/natural 
resources,  and  prehistoric/cultural/historic  resources.  This  EIR,  therefore,  does  not  discuss  these 
issues  (see  Appendix  A,  pp.  A- 14  through  A- 16). 

Not  all  of  the  impacts  presented  in  this  section  are  physical  environmental  effects  as  defined  by 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Non-physical  effects  are  included  here  for 
informational  purposes  only. 

A.  PLANNING  CONTEXT  AND  LAND  USE 

PLANNING  CONTEXT 

A  central  component  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  the  establishment  of  a  planning  process 
for  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  that  would  parallel  that  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in 
the  areas  of  the  City  surrounding  YBC.  The  parallel  planning  process  would  make  the  Project 
Plan  section  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent,  where  appropriate,  with  the  relevant  sections 
of  the  City  Planning  Code  that  implement  the  goals,  policies  and  objectives  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan.  Relevant  City  Planning  Code  sections  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  by  amendment.  Figure  3,  p.  )  9  shows  the  existing 
land  use  districts  in  YBC  as  delineated  under  the  existing  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan.  Figure  4, 
p.  20  shows  the  proposed  land  use  districts  as  they  would  be  delineated  under  the  amended  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan. 
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The  amended  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  would  remain  distinct  from  the  City  Planning  Code  and 
Master  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Implementation  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  would  remain  the  responsibility  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  enabled  under  its  separate  authority.  Existing  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
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VI.  Environmental  Impacts 
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regarding  enforcement,  duration,  severability  and  procedures  for  changes  in  the  approved  plan 
would  remain  in  effect. 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  that  would  incorporate  the 
requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code  are  the  result  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  intent  to 
ensure  that  YBC  Land  Use  Districts  parallel  the  zoning  and  land  use  requirements  of  the  City 
Use  Districts  surrounding  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.  In  the  years  since  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  was  adopted,  the  City  Planning  Code  has  undergone  substantial 
modification,  particularly  as  the  Code  applies  to  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The  proposed 
amendments  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  would  incorporate  into  the  plan  provisions  that  are 
congruent  with  those  that  have  been  adopted  as  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  or  as 
amendments  to  sections  of  the  Code,  in  the  last  decade. 

The  proposed  amendments  would  delineate  new  YBC  Land  Use  Districts  that  are  spatially 
contiguous  with  City  Use  Districts  having  parallel  zoning  and  land  use  requirements  (see  Figure 
1 1,  p.  89).  There  would  be  two  exceptions  to  maintaining  spatial  contiguity  for  congruent 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  City  districts: 

•  CB- 1 ,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB- 1 ,  and  EB-2  would  not  be  subject  to  the  amended  Redevelopment 
Plan  or  land  use  or  zoning  requirements  that  parallel  those  in  surrounding  City  C-3 
Districts  since  they  are  governed  by  existing  develoment  agreements. 

•  The  YBC  RSD  District  would  extend  east  from  WB-3  and  SB-1  through  SB-2  and  SB-3  to 
Hawthorne  Street.  The  City  RSD  Use  District  terminates  west  of  Fourth  Street.  The  City 
Planning  Code  description  of  the  RSD  District  states  that  the  district 

"...  serves  as  a  buffer  between  the  higher-density,  predominantly  commercial  area  of  Yerba 
Buena  Center  to  the  east  and  the  low-scale,  predominantly  service/industrial  area 
west  of  Sixth  Street.  The  RSD  serves  as  a  major  housing  opportunity  area  within  the 
South  of  Market  District."  (See  City  Planning  Code,  Section  815.) 

•  The  YBC  RSD  District  would  be  adjacent  on  the  south  to  the  City  SLI  District  and  on  the 
east  to  the  City  SSO  and  C-3-S  Districts.  The  easterly  extension  of  the  YBC  RSD  District 
throughout  the  area  of  YBC  south  of  Folsom  Street  would  result  in  the  adjacency  of  YBC 
and  City  districts  that  do  not  have  congruent  requirements  but  it  would  also  facilitate 
implementation  of  the  housing  objectives  of  the  proposed  project. 

Upon  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments,  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  would  apply  (see  Chapter  IV  for  a 
description  of  these  sections). 

The  plan  amendment  component  of  the  proposed  project  would  modify  the  existing  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  by  incorporating  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing 


87 


VI.  Environmental  Impacts 
A.  Planning  Context  and  Land  Use 

the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  (see  Appendix  B  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the 
differences  existing  between  the  existing  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments).  The  density,  housing,  off-street  parking,  off-street  freight 
loading  and  service  vehicle  parking,  and  open  space  provisions  of  the  existing  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  revised.  In  addition,  several  new  requirements,  such  as  ensuring 
user  comfort  in  public  spaces,  providing  child  care  and  transportation  management  programs  in 
connection  with  development  projects,  and  ameliorating  the  impacts  of  commuting  in  downtown 
areas,  would  become  part  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  general  topics  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  that  would  be  modified  by  the  proposed  plan  amendment  include: 

•  Land  Use  Districts; 

•  Urban  Form; 

•  Open  Space; 

•  Wind  and  Shadow; 

•  Housing; 

•  Building  and  Urban  District  Preservation; 

•  Vehicle  Circulation,  Parking  and  Loading;  and 

•  Required  Provision  of  Services 

Land  Use  Districts 

The  proposed  project  would  include  revisions  to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Land  Use 
Districts  to  make  them  congruent  with  the  City  Planning  Code's  Use  Districts  in  areas 
surrounding  YBC.  The  revisions  would  involve  modifying  the  YBC  Land  Use  Districts  and 
their  regulations  and  requirements,  as  well  as  delineating  new  geographic  areas  for  the  Land  Use 
Districts.  Land  Use  Districts  D,  Housing,  and  E,  Business  Services  and  Light  Industry,  would 
be  eliminated.  A  new  land  use  district,  the  Residential/Service  Mixed  Use  Land  Use  District 
(RSD),  would  apply  to  the  YBC  blocks  that  are  currently  within  Districts  D  and  E:  WB-3,  SB- 
1,  SB-2,  and  SB-3.  The  RSD  District  land  use  controls  would  encourage  the  development  of 
high-density  housing,  while  continuing  to  permit  many  existing  non-residential  uses  as  long  as 
new  projects  observed  a  minimum  three-to-one  ratio  of  floor  space  in  residential  uses  to  floor 
space  in  non-residential  uses.  Another  new  land  use  district,  the  Service/Secondary  Office 
District  (SSO),  would  apply  to  SB-4,  which  is  currently  within  District  E.  The  SSO  District 
land  use  controls  would  allow  the  development  of  office  buildings.  The  proposed  land  use 
districts  are  shown  in  Figure  4,  p.  20. 

Since  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  are  subject  to  existing  development  agreements,  no 
change  in  land  use  districts  would  occur  at  these  blocks  as  a  result  of  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  (see  Figure  5,  p.  21). 
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Urban  Form 

The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would  incorporate  relevant  sections  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  implementing  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  that  revise  the 
requirements  concerning  urban  form,  in  particular  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  limits  and  building 
height  and  bulk  limits. 

Allowable  floor  area  ratios  (FAR)  under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  generally  would  be 
reduced.  The  existing  floor  area  ratios  and  those  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  are  shown  in 
Table  8.  The  FAR  limits  for  each  land  use  district  would  be  reduced.  Since  the  FARs  could  be 
affected  by  transferable  development  rights  (TDR)  and  other  supplements  to  the  basic  floor  area 
ratio,  plus  exemptions  from  the  gross  floor  area  calculation,  the  effect  of  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  on  development  square  footage  would  require  evaluation  on  a  project- 
specific  basis.  In  principle,  the  proposed  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  decrease  the 
maximum  allowable  FAR  by  a  modest  amount.  The  only  exception  to  the  reduction  in 
allowable  FAR  would  occur  on  a  portion  of  WB-3  where  the  FAR  increases  from  4.8:1  to  5.0:1 
and  on  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Folsom  Streets  on  EB-2  where  the  FAR 
increases  from  7.0:1  to  14.0:1. 


TABLE  8:  EXISTING  AND  PROPOSED  FLOOR  AREA  RATIOS  FOR  YBC 


Existing  YBC 
Land  Use  District 

A,  Downtown  Office 

B,  Downtown  Retail 

C,  Downtown  Support 

D,  Housing 

E,  Business  Services 
and  Light  Industry 


Existing  Floor 
Area  Ratio 

14.0:1 

10.0:1 

7.0:1 
4.8:1 

5.0:1 


Proposed  Land 
Use  District 

C-3-0  (SD) 

Downtown  Retail 
(C-3-R) 

C-3-S 

RSD 


RSD  and  SSO 


Proposed  Floor 
Area  Ratio 

6.0:1 

6.0:1 

5.0:1 

5.0:1  and  4.0:1 
4.0:1 


SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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The  adoption  of  revised  height  and  bulk  district  designations  as  part  of  the  proposed  project 
generally  would  result  in  reduced  building  height  and  bulk  limits  throughout  YBC.  On  EB-3 
and  WB-2  and  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  coiner  of  Third  and  Howard  Streets  on  EB-2,  new 
development  would  be  subject  to  the  volume-reduction  requirements  of  the  S  Bulk  District.  In 
the  proposed  YBC  RSD  District,  building  heights  and  bulk  would  also  be  decreased,  although  by 
lesser  percentages.  The  maximum  height  reduction  in  the  YBC  RSD  District  would  be 
approximately  70  percent,  from  130  feet  to  40  feet,  or  approximately  35  percent,  with 
discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  for  an  85-foot  limit.  Height 
limits  of  40,  50,  80  and  88  feet  are  already  in  effect  for  some  blocks  in  this  area  (see  Figure  6, 
p.  23).  Under  the  proposed  project,  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  bulk  limits  would  apply  at  a 
lower  building  elevation  and  would  decrease  maximum  building  plan  dimensions,  up  to 
approximately  58  percent. 

An  exception  to  the  general  reduction  in  height  and  bulk  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments.  The  permitted  height  at  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of 
Third  and  Howard  Streets  on  EB-2  would  be  increased  from  320  feet  to  400  feet.  This  would 
result  in  a  greater  height  and  bulk  of  future  development  on  the  parcel. 

Except  for  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  Streets  (on  EB-2),  no  change 
in  urban  form  requirements  would  occur  on  those  blocks  excluded  from  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan.  Future  development  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  the  remainder  of 
EB-2  would  be  governed  by  existing  development  agreements. 

Open  Space 

The  proposed  project  would  require  new  development  to  provide  publicly  accessible  open  space 
in  specific  proportions  to  gross  floor  area,  ranging  from  one  square  foot  of  open  space  per 
50  square  feet  of  development  in  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  (C-3-0  (SD),  C-3-R,  and  C-3-S) 
to  a  minimum  of  one  square  foot  of  open  space  per  250  square  feet  of  development  for  retail 
uses  in  the  YBC  RSD  District  (see  Table  9).  No  similar  requirement  exists  in  the  current  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan.  Under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan,  required  open  space  would  be 
governed  by  criteria  stipulating: 

•  proximity  to  the  project  site; 

•  conformity  to  a  schedule  of  acceptable  open  space  types; 

•  public  accessibility;  and 
user  safety  and  comfort. 
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TABLE  9:  OPEN  SPACE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  YBC 


Proposed  YBC  Land 
Use  District 

C-3-0(SD) 

C-3-R 

C-3-S 

RSD 

SSO 


Square  feet  of  Open  Space 
per  Gross  Square  Feet  of 
Development 

1:50 

1:100 

1:50 

1:250 

1:90 


SOURCE:  City  Planning  Code,  Sections  138(b)  and  135.3(a). 


In  addition,  within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  new  office  developments  would  be  required  to 
pay  a  $2  per  square  foot  Downtown  Park  Fee  for  the  purpose  of  developing  public  park  and 
recreation  facilities. 

Wind  and  Shadow 

Under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan,  new  development  and  additions  would  be  required  to 
reduce  ground  level  wind  speeds  and  to  control  shadows  on  public  open  spaces  and  sidewalks. 
On  a  project-specific  basis,  the  requirements  could  mitigate  existing  conditions  as  well  as 
prevent  effects  in  proposed  developments  with  the  potential  to  cause  discomfort  in  public 
pedestrian  and  seating  areas. 

Since  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  are  subject  to  existing  development  agreements,  no 
change  in  wind  and  shadow  requirements  would  occur  at  these  blocks  as  a  result  of  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

Housing 

Under  the  proposed  project,  especially  within  the  YBC  RSD  District,  land  use  controls  would 
encourage  residential  development.  Most  new  development  within  this  district  would  be 
required  to  provide  residential  space  in  a  three-to-one  ratio  to  non-residential  space.  Other 
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provisions  of  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  that  would  facilitate  housing  within  the  YBC 
RSD  District  include  exceptions  to  the  YBC  RSD  District  base  FAR  and  to  the  40-foot  height 
limit  for  live/work  units  and  restrictions  on  the  demolition  or  conversion  of  existing  housing. 
Restrictions  on  the  demolition  or  conversion  of  housing  would  apply  within  the  YBC  Downtown 
Districts,  as  well.  The  proposed  project  would  include  measures  to  promote  low-income  and 
moderate-income  housing  within  both  the  YBC  RSD  District  and  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts. 

Since  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  are  subject  to  existing  development  agreements,  no 
change  in  housing  requirements  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Building  and  Urban  District  Preservation 

The  proposed  project  would  include  the  adoption  of  the  City  Planning  Code  provisions  for 
preserving  buildings  of  exceptional  architectural,  aesthetic,  or  historical  merit.  These  provisions 
would  require  the  rating  of  all  buildings  as  Significant,  Contributory,  or  Unrated,  according  to 
the  evaluation  criteria.  Development  rights  could  be  transferred  from  YBC  lots  occupied  by 
buildings  designated  as  Significant  or  Contributory,  or  as  Unrated  within  a  Conservation 
District,  to  Development  Lots  in  YBC  Downtown  Districts  and  elsewhere  in  C-3  Districts.  Saint 
Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation  on  CB-1  are  the  only  designated  City 
Landmarks  in  YBC. 

Vehicle  Circulation.  Parking  and  Loading 

The  proposed  project  would  establish  new  requirements  for  the  provision  of  off-street  freight 
loading  spaces.  The  number  of  freight  loading  spaces  that  would  be  required  could  be  more  than 
twice  the  present  number,  depending  on  use.  However,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would 
require  only  one  additional  off-street  loading  space  compared  to  development  un  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  The  off-street  parking  space  provisions  would  be  generally 
unchanged,  except  that  live/work  units  would  be  added  to  the  uses  requiring  off-street  spaces. 

No  change  in  vehicle  circulation,  parking  and  loading  requirements  would  occur  at  CB-1,  CB-2, 
CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  as  a  result  of  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  since  these  blocks  are 
subject  to  existing  development  agreements. 

Required  Provision  of  Services 

The  City  Planning  Code  sections  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  contain 
requirements  that  the  sponsors  of  development  projects,  particularly  new  office  projects  totaling 
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100,000  gross  square  feet  or  more,  to  provide  certain  services  as  part  of  the  projects  that  are 
intended  to  benefit  the  downtown  working  population.  These  services  include  child-care,  job 
placement  and  training  programs  meant  to  encourage  local  employment  and  to  reduce  the 
daytime  commuter  population,  and  transportation  management  programs  intended  to  promote 
the  use  of  efficient  transit  systems  and  to  decrease  peak  traffic  loads.  Under  the  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan,  these  requirements  would  be  incorporated  into  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan. 

Future  development  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  would  not  be  subject  to  these 
requirements  since  these  blocks  are  subject  to  existing  development  agreements. 

LAND  USE 

Cumulative  Context 

•    The  impacts  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  land  use  impacts  that  have 
been  analyzed  for  the  year  2000  in  sections  of  three  Program  EIRs  published  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning.  They  are  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Final  EER  certified  August  23,  1990,  Case 
No.  86.505E),  pp.  VI.B.50  to  VLB.  135;  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified 
December  7,  1989,  Case  No.  85.463EZM),  pp.  66  to  85;  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR 
certified  October  18,  1984,  Case  No.  EES  1.3),  pp.  IV.B.18  to  IV.B.90./1/  The  cited  portions  of 
the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  addressing 
cumulative  land  use  impacts  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  in  the  following 
section  of  this  document.  Those  reference  documents  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  in  the 
San  Francisco  Main  Library  Science  and  Documents  section. 

•  The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  present  the  most  current,  consistently  derived 
forecasts  of  employment,  divided  into  different  business  activities  and  building  space  for  the 
YBC  vicinity.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  also  presents  distinct  forecasts  for  areas  other  than  the  C-3 
Districts  and  South  of  Market  area,  which  together  define  the  "Downtown  &  Vicinity": 
Northeast  Waterfront,  Civic  Center  /  South  Van  Ness,  and  Mission  Bay  areas. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  also  incorporate  assumptions  of  growth  and/or 
change  in  employment  and  building  space  for  the  rest  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  region. 
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Those  citywide  and  regional  forecasts  are  more  general  than  those  produced  for  the  areas  within 
the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  but  are  sufficiently  detailed  for  purposes  of  providing  the  proper 
context  for  analyzing  cumulative  environmental  impacts. 
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The  forecasts  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  account  for  a  decline  rather 
than  anticipated  growth  in  employment  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  during  the  early  1980's, 
provide  forecasts  of  space  associated  with  employment  growth  in  the  future,  and  take  into 
account  specific  buildings  approved  or  under  construction  that  would  accommodate  a  portion  of 
the  employment  increase  forecast  The  forecasts  go  beyond  the  timeframe  during  which  the 
known  and  proposed  space  would  be  built  and  absorbed./ 1/ 

In  summary,  the  forecasts  show  about  94,000,000  to  95,000,000  square  feet  of  occupied  office 
space  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  in  the  year  2000.  The  range  is  based  on  different  amounts  of 
office  space  in  Mission  Bay,  depending  on  the  development  program  built.  This  is  an  increase 
of  about  25,500,000-25,900,000  square  feet  over  the  amount  existing  in  1985  (the  setting  year). 
The  forecast  accounts  for  demolition  and  new  construction,  and  for  conversion  of  existing 
buildings  from  non-office  to  office  uses  in  the  future.  It  also  accounts  for  absorption  of  several 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  vacant  in  1985  and  another  several  million  approved  or  under 
construction  as  of  1985.  A  five  percent  vacancy  rate  is  assumed  in  2000.  A  relatively  small 
amount  of  the  total  space  would  be  proposed  and  approved  between  1986  and  1997  (to  be  built 
and  absorbed  by  2000).  (See  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  Three,  pp.  XIV.B.37-41.)  About  75%  of 
the  office  space  would  be  in  the  C-3  District  in  2000.  The  currently  proposed  project  would 
contribute  about  one-third  of  one  percent  of  the  total  future  amount  of  office  space  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity  while  the  increment  from  the  existing  setting  to  project  build-out  could 
represent  about  two  percent  of  future  office  space  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  Build-out  of 
YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  represent  about  five  percent  of  the  total  future 
amount  of  office  space  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 

The  Revised  Main  Program,  the  PDA/Existing  Main  Program,  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  Main  Program  and  Variants 

The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  analyzed  the  impacts  of  one  Main  Program  and  four  Variants 
to  the  Main  Program  at  a  project  level.  These  five  project  scenarios  covered  portions  of  the 
project  that  would  remain  in  flux  until  a  final  DDA  was  negotiated  between  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  Olympia  &  York.  The  DDA  as  it  now  exists  through  the  Eleventh  Amendment  has 
thus  been  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  in  a  number  of  the  project  scenarios. 
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Uses  and  square  footages  proposed  under  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  Main  Program  and 
four  Variants  to  the  Proposed  Main  Program  are  shown  in  Table  I,  pp.  32-34,  and  Table  4, 
pp.  45-46,  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  combines 
elements  of  three  of  the  five  project  scenarios  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (the 
Proposed  Main  Program  plus  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail 
Variant  for  CB-1,  and  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1),  includes  the  expanded 
Moscone  Center,  and  further  defines  future  development  rights  as  they  have  been  negotiated. 

The  incremental  impact  analysis  for  the  proposed  project,  represented  by  the  Revised  Main 
Program,  considers  those  areas  where  proposed  land  use  changes  differ  from  the  range  of  land 
uses  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  documents.  Only  two  blocks  within  YBC  (EB- 1  and 
WB-1)  would  be  unaffected  by  the  proposed  Revised  Main  Program.  Future  land  use  and 
development  currently  anticipated  for  all  other  blocks  within  YBC  would  be  altered  by  the 
Revised  Main  Program.  Table  2,  pp.  32-35,  presents  a  comparison  of  land  uses  by  block  for  the 
Setting,  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  and  Revised  Main  Program  (Redevelopment  Plan 
•  Amendments  and  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG).  It  also  indicates  both  the 
change  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  (Project 
Increment)  and  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  Setting  (Cumulative  Project  Area 
Development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program).  Development  allowed  under  the  DDA/Existing 
Main  Program  has  been  completed  on  a  number  of  blocks  (EB-3,  WB-2,  WB-3,  SB-1,  SB-2,  and 
SB-3).  For  those  blocks,  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  is  the  same  as  the  Setting.  The 
Revised  Main  Program  would  change  land  use  designations  on  these  blocks,  permitting  more  or 
different  types  of  development  in  the  future. 

Overview  of  Proposed  Changes  to  Land  Uses  in  YBC 

Generally,  the  incremental  change  to  development  within  YBC  associated  with  the  project  is 
represented  in  the  right-hand  column  of  Table  2,  pp.  32-35.  This  column  indicates  block-by- 
block  changes  to  proposed  land  uses  in  YBC  as  compared  to  those  approved  and  expected  under 
the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  A  summary  of  the  net  project  changes  by  land  use  type 
throughout  YBC  is  provided  on  the  last  page  of  the  table.  A  comparison  of  the  land  use  figures 
between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  shows  that  the  - 
Revised  Main  Program  includes  net  increases  of  333,400  square  feet  of  office  space,  70  hotel 
rooms,  32,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  580  market-rate  and  30  subsidized 
housing  units,  100,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  and  700  private  and  300  public  parking 
spaces.  It  also  includes  net  decreases  of  90,400  square  feet  of  light  industry,  5 1 ,400  square  feet 
of  amusement/entertainment  space,  and  27,000  square  feet  of  open  space. 
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Development  of  these  net  changes  in  proposed  land  uses  within  YBC  would  require  demolition 
or  conversion  of  some  existing  buildings  throughout  the  project  area.  However,  portions  of 
YBC  have  already  been  cleared  for  future  development  or  are  currently  in  use  as  temporary 
surface  parking  lots. 

On  a  block-by-block  basis,  the  Revised  Main  Program  differs  from  the  DD A/Existing  Main 
Program  primarily  in  the  inclusion  of  an  additional  300,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and 
100,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space  on  EB-2,  in  the  development  of  50,000  square  feet  of 
retail/commercial  space  on  SB-4  and  30,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  on  SB-2, 
including  a  supermarket,  and  in  the  increased  conversion  of  light  industrial  uses  to  either 
retail/commercial  or  residential  uses  in  the  southern  blocks  of  YBC.  The  Revised  Main  Program 
also  emphasizes  housing  in  the  southern  blocks  of  YBC.  The  Revised  Main  Program  also 
proposes  to  include  a  70-room  hotel  in  development  of  CB-1.  This  hotel,  located  on  the  same 
block  as  the  Marriott  and  Le  Meridien  hotels,  would  serve  visitors  to  the  convention  center  and 
the  cultural  uses  within  YBC. 

The  Revised  Main  Program  would  represent  a  net  increase  in  office  space,  hotel  rooms, 
retail/commercial  space,  market-rate  and  subsidized  housing  units,  cultural  space,  and  private 
and  public  parking.  To  compensate  for  increases  in  the  intensity  of  these  land  use  types,  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  cause  a  decrease  in  light  industry,  amusement/recreation/ 
entertainment  uses,  and  open  space  when  compared  to  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  The 
proposed  increase  in  market-rate  dwelling  units  would  provide  an  approximately  1.6:1  ratio  of 
market-rate  to  subsidized  housing  in  all  of  YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  compared  to  a 
1.0:1  ratio  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  an  Existing  Setting  ratio  of  0.7:1. 

Land  Uses  in  YBC 

A  discussion  of  the  changes  to  the  existing  land  uses  within  YBC  (1982)  associated  with  the 
Existing  Main  Program  and  four  project  variants,  and  a  discussion  of  the  resulting  impacts,  are 
found  on  pp.  102-108  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  A  discussion  of  the  changes  to 
existing  land  uses  (1991)  that  would  result  on  each  block  from  adoption  of  the  Revised  Main 
Program  is  found  above,  on  pp.  35-38  of  this  document.  This  discussion  also  includes  a  block- 
by-block  comparison  of  the  difference  between  the  development  potential  remaining  under  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  development  that  would  be  allowed  under  the  Revised 
Main  Program. 
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Full  build-out  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  result  in  an  increase  of  office  workers, 
visitors  (to  the  existing  George  Moscone  Convention  Center,  and  to  the  proposed  "gardens"  on 
CB-2,  the  commercial  entertainment  and  amusement  uses,  the  cultural  uses  including  the 
Museum  of  Modern  Art,  and  the  retail  uses)  and  permanent  residents  (in  approximately  1 ,520 
market-rate  dwelling  units  and  910  subsidized  dwelling  units),  compared  to  the  1990  Setting. 
The  project  would  also  result  in  new  structures,  recreational  and  cultural  facilities  and  public 
open  spaces.  The  new  residents,  visitors  and  conventioneers  would  have  demands  for  retail- 
commercial  services  that  could  induce  some  merchants  within  the  study  subareas  to  offer  tourist- 
serving  retail  goods  and  services,  or  goods  and  services  aimed  at  the  new  residents  and  office 
workers.  The  construction  of  new  buildings  and  facilities  would  be  likely  to  improve  potential 
land-buyers'  perceptions  of  the  area.  Land  use  impacts  for  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  for  the  Main  Program  as  it  was 
foreseen  at  that  time.  Most  of  the  land  use  impacts  of  build-out  of  the  Revised  Main  Program 
are  the  same  as  those  discussed  on  pp.  115  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  A  number  of 
these  impacts  have  occurred  already  as  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  has  been  built  out  in 
some  areas.  Differences  in  land  use  impacts  between  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  and  the 
Revised  Main  Program  are  described  below. 

The  intensification  of  office  uses  within  YBC  resulting  from  the  project  would  continue  to 
induce  office  development  and  development  of  office  supporting  uses  in  the  project  vicinity. 
The  Financial  District  has  been  characterized  by  office  uses  and  downtown  support  businesses 
such  as  parking,  retail,  printing,  and  other  services.  Development  in  YBC  to  date  has 
corresponded  to  this  land  use  pattern,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  this  trend  would  continue  under 
the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  increase  in  office  space  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  YBC 
would  likely  cause  this  trend  to  continue.  The  project  would  intensify  land  uses  currently  found 
within  YBC  and  in  the  vicinity.  The  project  would  preserve  the  existing  office-retail  character 
of  the  northern  and  eastern  portions  of  YBC.  Proposed  residential  development  on  the 
peripheral  blocks  of  YBC  would  increase  the  residential  density  of  the  area  and  would  increase 
demand  for  residential-serving  retail/commercial  uses,  as  well  as  open  space  and  recreational 
facilities.  The  proposed  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  including  retail  shops  and  restaurants,  a  visual 
arts  center,  and  multi-screen  cinema,  would  meet  increased  local  demand  for  these  services. 
Office  worker  and  resident  use  of  facilities  proposed  for  CB-2  would  increase  the  day-time  and 
night-time  populations  on  this  and  surrounding  blocks,  lending  to  the  block's  character  as  a 
recreational,  cultural  and  retail  activity  center. 
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Competition  for  office  worker-serving  retail  space  is  likely  to  be  the  primary  retail  demand 
effect.  Downtown  support  and  office-serving  retail/commercial  uses  exist  within  YBC  as  well 
as  along  Second,  Mission,  Market,  and  Howard  Streets  to  the  northeast  of  YBC.  The  proposed 
increase  in  office  space  of  333,400  square  feet  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  increase 
demand  on  these  services  in  the  subareas  to  the  east  and  west. 

The  subsidized  housing  proposed  in  YBC  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  has  been  built 
out  over  the  past  nine  years,  as  well  as  about  two-thirds  of  the  market-rate  housing.  Residential- 
serving  retail/commercial  uses  have  located  within  YBC  as  well  as  in  surrounding  subareas  to 
the  east  and  west  of  YBC  over  the  past  decade.  However,  strictly  residential-serving  retail  uses 
such  as  laundromats  or  supermarkets  have  not  located  inside  YBC  or  in  the  surrounding 
subareas.  Within  YBC,  food  stores  are  predominantly  convenience  stores  or  delis. 
Development  of  the  proposed  supermarket  on  SB-2  would  meet  demand  for  this  type  of  use  in 
YBC  and  the  vicinity. 

The  redesignation  of  all  of  WB-3,  SB-1,  SB-2,  and  SB-3  to  the  Residential/Service  Mixed-Use 
District  (RSD)  would  increase  requirements  for  development  of  new  housing  on  those  blocks 
and  would  limit  development  of  new  non-housing  uses  in  that  area.  In  the  RSD  District,  most 
new  non-residential  uses  are  permitted  only  if  the  ratio  in  a  development  project  between  the 
occupied  floor  area  in  residential  use  and  that  in  non-residential  use  is  three  to  one  or  greater. 
Thus,  development  of  new  housing  is  required  of  any  new  development  in  the  district,  increasing 
the  potential  for  housing  in  the  southern  portion  of  YBC  and  limiting  the  amount  of 
development  of  non-residential  uses  within  the  proposed  height  and  bulk  districts. 

The  redesignation  of  SB-4  to  the  Service/Secondary  Office  District  (SSO)  would  increase  the 
potential  for  development  of  non-housing  uses  on  that  block.  This  would  result  in  more  office 
uses  at  the  block  adjacent  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway.  These  uses  would  buffer  the  more 
sensitive  land  uses  on  SB-2  and  SB-3  (the  proposed  housing  units  within  the  RSD  district)  from 
the  freeway. 

Land  Uses  in  Downtown  &  Vicinity 

Parts  of  the  South  of  Market  area,  particularly  northeast  of  the  project  area,  have  been  developed 
with  high-rises  such  as  Fremont  Center,  Pacific  Gateway,  100  Spear  Street,  160  Spear  Street, 
71  Stevenson,  49  Stevenson,  90  New  Montgomery  Street,  and  455  Market  Street.  Recently 
approved  highrises  in  the  vicinity  include  222  Second  Street,  524  Howard  Street,  101  Second 
Street  and  299  Second  Street.  These  buildings,  together  with  the  proposed  project,  represent  the 
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continuing  expansion  of  the  downtown  financial  district  into  the  area  surrounding  the  Transbay 
Transit  Terminal,  an  area  identified  for  such  development  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  The  Revised 
Main  Program  would  represent  a  consistency  with  and  continuation  of  office  development  south 
of  Market  Street  and  an  extension  of  the  downtown  office  core  into  this  area  of  the  city.  Uses 
proposed  or  expected  in  the  central,  southern  and  western  blocks  would  continue  the  transition 
from  highrise  office  buildings  and  hotels  to  the  north  and  east  of  YBC  to  the  lower  scale  office 
buildings,  retail  /commercial  uses,  amusement  and  entertainment  uses,  housing,  and  light 
industry  in  the  South  of  Market  area  that  currently  exists. 

NOTE  -  Land  Use 

/I/    The  forecasting  method  and  background  is  described  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (pp. 

IV.B.1-8,  IV.B.  12-43,  IV.B.54a-61,  and  Appendices  G  and  H).  In  addition,  the  forecasts 
of  future  office  space  and  employment,  and  an  explanation  of  the  methods  used,  can  be 
found  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  66-85  and  Appendix  B,  and  in  the  Mission 
Bay  EIR  Vol.  Two,  pp.  VLB.  13-28,  VI.B.38-79,  VLB.  106-1 12,  and  VLB.  1 19-123,  and 
Vol.  Three,  Appendix  B  (see  especially  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Appendix  B,  pp.  XIV. B. 24-30 
for  a  comparison  to  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  forecasts).  The  method  was  not  changed  in 
forecasts  prepared  for  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  and  Mission  Bay  EIR  analyses,-  but 
several  changes  were  made  in  the  analysis  and  results  to  account  for  new  information  on 
growth  and  employment  between  1980  and  1985. 

B.  POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 

The  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program,  which  would  add  about  300  market  rate  housing  units  and  no 
subsidized  housing  units,  would  increase  the  population  of  YBC  by  about  600  people.  The 
Revised  Main  Program  would  add  a  total  of  about  910  new  housing  units  (880  new  market  rate 
units  and  30  new  subsidized  units),  which  would  result  in  a  population  increase  of  about  1,800  in 
YBC. 

Compared  to  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  add  about  610 
more  housing  units  to  the  project  site,  including  580  more  market-rate  housing  units,  and  30 
more  subsidized  housing  units./l/  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  thus  add  about  1,200  more 
people  to  the  project  site  than  would  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 

Total  housing  units  within  YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  about  2,500, 
including  about  1,520  market-rate  units  and  about  980  subsidized  units.  Table  10  shows  the  total 
number  of  units  in  YBC  with  the  project.  Total  population  in  YBC  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program  would  increase  to  approximately  4,100  persons. 
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TABLE  10:  CHARACTERISTIC  OF  EXISTING  AND  PROPOSED  HOUSING  STOCK  IN 
YBC 


Existing  Building 
or  Proposed 
Residential  Site 

Block 

i  otai  jno. 
of  Units 

i  ype  or 
Housing  Units 

Proposed  Site  1 

EB-2 

110 

Market  Rate 

Woolf  House 

WB-3 

182 

Subsidized 

Clementina  Towers 

WB-3 

276 

Subsidized 

Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 

WB-3 

90 

Subsidized 

Proposed  Expansion  Site 

WB-3 

30 

Subsidized 

Proposed  Site  7 

WB-3 

56 

Market  Rate 

ouvercresi  Kesiuence 

CD  1 
OJJ-  1 

^  i\ I 

VJ  1  11 

O  UUMU1XCU 

Proposed  Site  6 

CD.  1 

JO 

iviarKei  Kaie 

Mendelsohn  House 

OD-Z 

1  CO 

1  e>y 

oUDSiuizeo 

San  Lorenzo  Ruiz  Center 

CD  1 

1  AH 
14/ 

ouosiaizea 

Museum  Pare 

CD  0 

IVldTKei  rvdie 

Proposed  Residential/Supermarket 
Combined  Development 

SB-2 

175 

Market  Rate 

Proposed  Site  5 

SB-2 

175 

Market  Rate 

Proposed  Site  2 

SB-3 

147 

Market  Rate 

Proposed  Site  3 

SB-3 

42 

Market  Rate 

Proposed  Site  4 

SB-3 

119 

Market  Rate 

St.  Francis  Place 

SB-3 

410 

Market  Rate 

TOTAL 

2,502  111 

III     Silvercrest  Residence  has  a  total  of  258  units;  however,  only  one-fourth,  or  about  65  units, 
are  located  in  YBC. 

Ill    This  figure  reflects  the  total  number  of  residential  units  that  would  result  from 
development  of  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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Using  the  method  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  8,300  additional  jobs  anticipated  under  remaining 
development  permitted  by  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  would  result  in  a  need  for  about 
1,290  housing  units  in  San  Francisco  (see  p.  105  regarding  expected  additional  employment  in 
YBC).  About  300  would  be  supplied,  resulting  in  a  deficit  of  990  units.  The  Revised  Main 
Program  would  generate  the  need  for  about  205  more  housing  units  to  house  project  area 
employees  than  would  be  needed  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program./2/  Of  the  610  units 
added  by  the  Revised  Main  Program,  405  would  be  available  to  meet  housing  demands  of 
development  already  approved  in  YBC.  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  still  have  an  overall 
housing  deficit  of  about  585  units. 

The  Revised  Main  Program  would  add  about  1,320  more  employees  to  the  project  area  than 
would  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  also  add  760  more 
employed  residents  than  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  Based  on  ABAG's  1990  number  of 
jobs  (578,920)  and  employed  residents  (402,400),  the  additional  jobs  and  employed  residents 
generated  by  the  Revised  Main  Program,  would  slightly  raise  but  not  significantly  affect  the 
Citywide  jobs/employed  resident  balance./3/ 

The  YBC  jobs/housing  balance  analysis  for  the  Revised  Main  Program  indicates  that  the 
1,320  new  jobs  accommodated  by  the  project  as  compared  to  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program 
would  result  in  a  need  for  about  205  additional  housing  units  in  San  Francisco  that  would  be 
occupied  by  YBC  workers.  The  assumptions  for  percent  of  workers  living  outside  San 
Francisco  and  housing  vacancy  rate  were  developed  independently  of  ABAG  goals.  They  were 
based  on  projections  from  past  trends,  involving  assumptions  that  about  35  percent  of  the  new 
jobs  would  result  in  an  increase  in  San  Francisco  residents,  and  that  the  housing  vacancy  rate 
would  be  3.5  percent./2/  The  610  additional  housing  units  that  would  be  developed  under  the 
YBC  Revised  Main  Program  provide  a  surplus  of  housing  above  the  20t>  unit  demand,  although 
the  total  housing  demand  from  all  new  development  in  YBC,  compared  to  the  existing  setting, 
would  not  be  satisfied. 

ABAG,  however,  proposes  five-year  goals  of  housing  50  percent  of  the  commuter  increase 
resulting  from  job  growth  and  increasing  the  housing  vacancy  rate  to  five  percent.  While  ABAG 
would  undoubtably  adjust  these  goals  in  the  future,  it  is  possible  to  calculate  citywide  housing 
demand  with  these  ABAG  goals.  For  YBC  under  the  Revised  Main  Program,  using  these  goals 
in  place  of  the  trends  assumptions  for  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  jobs/housing  methodology  produces 
a  total  of  about  400  housing  units  needed  in  San  Francisco  for  YBC  Revised  Main  Program 
workers.  The  610  housing  units  proposed  with  the  project  would  provide  enough  housing  units 
to  also  accommodate  ABAG's  goal  of  50  percent  of  the  workers  who  might  otherwise  live 
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outside  of  San  Francisco  and  commute  to  jobs  within  YBC  and  to  allow  for  a  five  percent 
housing  vacancy  rate  (the  total  of  about  400  units).  However,  compared  to  the  existing  setting, 
about  2,930  new  housing  units  would  be  needed  to  meet  ABAG's  goal.  YBC,  under  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  would  have  a  deficit  of  about  2,230  units.  YBC,  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program,  would  have  a  deficit  of  about  2,020  units. 

By  providing  610  more  housing  units  than  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  the  Revised  Main 
Program  would  address  the  City's  need  for  more  housing  within  to  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 
The  Revised  Main  Program  would  help  to  meet  the  City's  objectives  of  decreasing  the  commute 
distance  to  work  and  increasing  the  number  of  residents  who  walk  to  work.  The  addition  of 
approximately  1,200  more  residents  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  also  help  to  meet  the 
City's  policy  of  enhancing  the  vitality  and  diversity  of  the  area  by  increasing  the  resident 
population  during  non-working  hours  and  the  evenings./4/  Overall,  however,  YBC,  under  both 
the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main  Program,  would  have  a  deficit  of 
housing. 

Objective  1  for  supply  of  new  housing  has  associated  numerical  goals  for  housing  at  all  levels  of 
affordability  in  the  Implementation  Programs  of  the  Residence  Element.  These  are  set  forth  as 
citywide  goals.  While  they  are  not  intended  as  standards  to  be  applied  to  any  single  project,  they 
do  provide  a  means  for  evaluating  overall  City  progress  on  housing  and  affordable  housing.  The 
Implementation  Programs  establish  citywide  goals  for  new  housing  production,  affordability  and 
public  funding  form  1990  to  1995.  The  housing  production  goal  for  all  income  levels  is  about 
4,080  units  per  year  during  this  period,  for  a  total  of  approximately  22,470  units./4/  The  project 
would  contribute  880  market-rate  units  and  30  subsidized  units  for  a  total  of  910  units,  or 
22  percent  of  one  year  of  the  City's  annual  housing  production  goal  between  1990  and  1995. 

CUMULATIVE  HOUSING  DEMAND  AND  POPULATION  GROWTH 

•  The  Mission  Bay  ETR.  pp.  VI.C.36  to  VI.C.103,  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  88  to  95, 
discuss  residence  patterns  in  a  Citywide  and  regional  context,  in  relation  to  housing  demand 

•  from  employment  growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The  cited  portions  of  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  in  the 
following  section  of  this  document. 

San  Francisco  employment  growth,  including  employment  generated  by  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
project,  would  contribute  to  housing  demand  throughout  the  region,  as  not  all  San  Francisco 


103 


VI.  Environmental  Impacts 
B.  Population  and  Housing 

workers  would  live  in  the  City.  If  housing  is  built  as  proposed  in  areas  of  San  Francisco  such  as 
Mission  Bay,  more  City  workers  could  live  in  the  City;  San  Francisco  would  contribute  less  to 
housing  demand  in  the  rest  of  the  region. 
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Regardless  of  the  type  of  development  in  Mission  Bay  and  in  South  of  Market,  the  importance  of 
San  Francisco  employment  as  a  factor  affecting  regional  housing  demand  would  decline  over 
time  (because  more  housing  would  be  added  in  the  City  relative  to  job  growth).  As  housing  and 
the  labor  force  continue  to  grow  more  rapidly  outside  San  Francisco,  people  working  in  San 
Francisco  would  represent  the  same  or  a  smaller  percentage  of  the  employed  people  living 
elsewhere  in  the  region.  San  Francisco  workers  would  require  about  the  same  share  of  the 
region's  housing  in  the  future  as  they  did  in  the  early  1980's.  San  Francisco's  effects  on  the 
regional  housing  market  could  vary  in  the  future.  City  workers  could  become  more  important  to 
the  housing  market  in  some  close-in  communities  with  reasonable  transportation  access  to  the 
workplace:  the  western  parts  of  the  East  Bay  and  east  of  the  hills  along  BART  corridors, 
northern  San  Mateo  County  and  parts  of  Marin  County.  Nevertheless,  the  price  of  housing  in 
San  Francisco  is  expected  to  remain  high  relative  to  other  areas  in  the  region.  This,  combined 
with  continued  demand  for  lower  cost  housing,  would  continue  to  create  upward  pressure  on  the 
prices/rents  of  existing  units. 

It  is  expected  that  about  half  of  the  people  working  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  live  in 
the  City  in  2000  and  2020.  The  rest  would  live  in  communities  throughout  the  rest  of  the  region: 
about  30  percent  in  the  East  Bay,  13  percent  in  the  Peninsula  and  in  the  South  Bay  and  about  8 
percent  in  the  North  Bay.  Downtown  &  Vicinity  workers  living  in  the  City  would  represent 
about  55  percent  of  the  City's  employed  residents  in  2000  and  57  percent  in  2020.  People 
working  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  represent  a  considerably  smaller  proportion 
(varying  from  four  to  nine  percent)  of  the  employed  residents  of  other  Bay  Area  communities./5/ 

Because  YBC  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  requirements  of  the 
Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program  (OAHPP)  do  not  apply.  If  the  OAHPP  did 
apply,  by  providing  333,400  more  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  than  the  DD A/Existing  Main 
Program,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  require  the  provision  of  about  130  housing  units,  80 
of  which  would  be  "affordable,"  or  the  payment  of  an  in-lieu  fee  of  about  $2,314,000  (see  City 
Planning  Code  Section  313)76/  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  meet  and  exceed  the 
requirements  for  the  number  of  housing  units  (i.e.,  610  housing  units),  but  would  only  provide 
30  "affordable"  housing  units. 

NOTES  -  Population  and  Housing 

l\l    The  market-rate  dwelling  units  (DU)  are  expected  to  have  an  average  household  size  of  2.0 
persons  and  the  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly  are  expected  to  have  an  average  of  1.15 
persons  per  household.  Source:  Yerba  Buena  Center  2nd  Supplement.  Section  VI.C. 
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111     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two.  Table  XIV.C.15  describes  the  procedure  used  to  calculate  the 
amount  of  additional  housing  associated  with  project  area  employment  growth. 
Assumptions  of  the  model  include  the  following:  1 )  35%  represents  additional  workers 
residing  in  San  Francisco,  2)  60%  of  above  represents  new  households  in  San  Francisco, 
3)  an  average  of  1.40  workers  per  Downtown  &  Vicinity  household,  4)  and,  an  assumed 
vacancy  rate  of  3.5%.  These  assumptions  were  applied  to  the  1,318  new  employees 
projected  for  the  YBC  Revised  Main  Program. 

131     Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  Projections  90:  Forecasts  for  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  to  the  Year  2005.  "San  Francisco  County  Projections",  p.  179, 
December  1990. 

141     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Residence  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan.  September  1990. 

151     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.C.56-61,  83-84  and  92-97,  and  Volume  Three,  p. 
XIV.C.28:  South  of  Market  EIR  pp.  66-67). 

161    The  fee  in  lieu  of  developing  housing  based  on  the  Office  of  Affordable  Housing 

Production  Program  (OAHPP)  requirement  is  $6.94  per  net  additional  gsf  of  office  space 
(Ordinance  #105-90).  The  requirement  for  constructing  housing  is  0.000386  housing  units 
per  net  additional  gsf  of  office  space. 


C.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY 


As  a  result  of  development  construction,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  generate 
approximately  300  additional  full-time  equivalent  construction  jobs./l/ 

At  buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program,  YBC  would  have  about  23,120  jobs,  which  is 
approximately  1,320  more  jobs  than  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program.  Total  new 
employment  in  YBC  compared  to  1990  would  be  about  9,600  jobs  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program  development.  Approximately  84  percent  of  the  new  employment  would  be  office  jobs, 
4  percent  would  be  cultural  and  the  remaining  12  percent  would  be  primarily  retail/commercial, 
recreational  or  institutional./2/ 


Total  employment  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  be  about  444,300  jobs  in  the  year  2000 
and  would  be  dependent  on  the  amount  of  development  in  Mission  Bay.  The  Mission  Bay  Plan 
approved  by  the. City  Planning  Commission  in  September  1990  and  the  Mission  Bay 
Development  agreement  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  similar  to  Alternative  A  in 
employment  forecasts.  In  the  year  2000,  employment  forecasts  for  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity 
would  not  reflect  as  much  variation  as  that  indicated  for  the  year  2020,  because  Mission  Bay 
would  not  be  fully  developed.  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  account  for  approximately 
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5  percent  of  all  projected  employment  totals  for  the  year  2000.  However,  if  office  space  is  built 
and  occupied  in  YBC,  it  would  not  be  built  and  occupied  elsewhere  in  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 
Cumulative  employment  totals  presented  in  the  Mission  Bay  E1R  would  remain  current.  Thus, 
no  new  net  additional  growth  in  employment  would  occur  as  a  result  of  this  project.  The 
Mission  Bay  EIR  discussion  of  future  employment  and  economic  activixy  on  pp.  VLB. 63  to 
VLB. 79  and  pp.  VLB. 83  to  VLB. 93  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 

NOTES  -  Employment  and  Economic  Activity 

III    Total  person-years  and  average  annual  construction  employment  estimates  are  based  on 
three  assumptions: 

1 )  Development  costs  average  $  1 20  per  square  foot. 

2)  Thirty  percent  of  all  construction  costs  is  attributable  to  on-site  construction  labor. 

3)  The  average  annual  construction  wage  for  the  Bay  Area  is  approximately  $50,000 
(1991  dollars). 

Ill    YBC  employment  projections  are  based  on  the  employment  density  estimates  used  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  (86.505E).  The  densities  represent  gross  square  feet  of  occupied  building 
space  per  employee. 

D.  TRANSPORTATION 

REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM 
Travel  Demand 

The  transportation  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  have  been  analyzed  using  an  updated 
methodology.  This  analysis  methodology  is  the  same  as  that  used  for  The  Mission  Bay  EIR./l/ 
With  this  approach,  travel  demand  estimates  are  made  on  the  basis  of  forecast  employment  and 
population  residing  in  an  area  (e.g.,  YBC,  San  Francisco  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  and  the  general 
San  Francisco  Bay  area),  using  survey  information  correlated  with  travel  characteristics  (e.g., 
number  of  trips,  purpose  of  trip,  time  of  trip  and  mode  of  travel  used  for  the  trip).  This  differs 
from  the  transportation  analysis  methodology  used  in  the  previous  YBC  environmental 
documentation  that  estimated  travel  demand  on  the  basis  of  floor  areas  for  specific  land  uses  in 
the  project. 

On  the  basis  of  forecast  employment  and  population  levels  for  YBC,  peak-period  travel  demand 
generated  in  the  Year  2000  by  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  about  ten  percent  higher  than 
that  projected  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  which  was  evaluated  in  the  Second  YBC 
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EIR  Supplement  and  The  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Travel  demand  generated  within  the  YBC  area  in  the 
predominant  commute  direction,  i.e.,  outbound  from  Downtown  &  Vicinity  during  the  p.m.  peak 
period,  would  be  about  six  percent  higher  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  than  under  the 
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TABLE  1 1:  PEAK-PERIOD  TRAVEL  DEMAND  PROJECTIONS  FOR  DD A/EXISTING 
MAIN  PROGRAM  YEAR  2000:  (pte)/a/ 


Revised  Main  Program  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program 

Outbound  Inbound  Total  Outbound  Inbound  Total 

P.M.  Peak  Period  12,180  1,720  13,900  11,485  1,195  12,630 
/a/     Person  trip-ends 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  Inbound  travel  demand  would  be  about  44%  higher  because  of 
more  housing  proposed  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  than  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main 
Program;  travel  in  this  direction,  however,  is  lower  than  in  the  outbound  direction.  Table  1 1 
shows  a  comparison  of  peak-period  travel  demand  estimates  in  person  trip  ends  between  the 
DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main  Program.  A  trip  end  is  a  one-way  trip  either 
to  or  from  a  location.  Although  expressed  on  a  person  trip-end  basis,  the  travel  demand  estimate 
includes  all  travel  to  and  from  the  YBC  area  in  autos,  service  vehicles  and  trucks,  on  public 
transit  and  by  other  modes  (e.g.,  walking,  bicycles  or  taxi). 

Assignments  to  travel  modes  for  YBC  have  been  calculated  on  the  basis  of  modal  splits  for  the 
year  2000  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  The  modal  splits  used  were  derived  from 
aggregate  data  for  the  C-3  District,  which  includes  most  of  YBC  and  the  rest  of  downtown 
San  Francisco.  The  actual  modal  split  for  travel  from  the  Revised  Main  Program  may  vary  from 
the  average.  However,  because  the  average  modal  split  data  reflect  travel  patterns  for  an  area,  of 
which  YBC  is  a  part,  application  of  the  average  modal  split  data  to  project  travel  has  been 
assumed  to  be  sufficiently  accurate  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

Pedestrian  Impacts 

Table  12  summarizes  p.m.  peak-period  pedestrian  flow  conditions  on  sidewalks  in  YBC, 
specifically  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  and  Third  and 
Fourth  Streets  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets.  Operating  conditions  have  been  evaluated 
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in  terms  of  pedestrian  flow  categories  or  regimen,  which  relate  the  density  of  pedestrians  in  a 
specific  time  period  (pedestrians  per  foot  of  clear  sidewalk  width  per  minute)  to  the  quality  of 
pedestrian  flow  (the  difficulty  of  maintaining  walking  paths  and  speeds  on  a  sidewalk).  See 
Appendix  C,  Table  C-3,  for  an  explanation  of  pedestrian  flow  rates  and  LOS.  Figure  C-2'in 
Appendix  C  shows  photographs  of  sidewalk  conditions  for  each  flow  regime.  Sidewalks  on  the 
west  side  of  Fourth  Street,  and  on  the  east  side  of  Third  Street,  between  Market  and  Howard 
Streets  currently  operate  in  impeded  condition  during  the  15-minute  p.m.  peak  period.  All  other 
sidewalks  in  the  area  currently  operate  in  unimpeded  condition  during  the  15-minute  p.m.  peak 
period./2/ 

Third  and  Fourth  Streets  north  of  Howard  Street  would  be  the  principal  pedestrian  routes 
through  the  YBC  area.  Pedestrian  flows  on  Howard,  Mission  and  Market  Streets  would  also 
increase.  The  proposed  pedestrian  network  includes  exclusive  pedestrian  walkways  that  would 
bisect  YBC  from  Market  Street  to  Folsom  Street,  intersecting  with  cross- walkways  on  CB- 1 , 
CB-2  and  CB-3.  Pedestrian  arcades  are  shown  in  the  proposed  pedestrian  network  plan  on  CB-2 
and  EB-2.  Origins  and  destinations  of  pedestrian  trips  to  and  from  the  YBC  area  would  be  transit 
stations  (BART  and  MUNI  Metro  subway  stations  on  Market  Street,  MUNI  surface  bus  stops, 
Transbay  Terminal  and  CalTrain  Terminal),  parking  facilities,  and  the  hotel,  retail  and  financial 
districts  north  of  Market  Street. 

P.M.  15-minute  peak  operations  in  the  year  2000  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  would 
continue  in  the  same  flow  regimes  as  currently  exists  on  sidewalks  in  the  YBC  vicinity,  except 
the  Fourth  Street  west  sidewalk  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  which  would  worsen  from 
impeded  to  constrained,  and  the  Fourth  Street  east  sidewalk,  which  would  worsen  from 
unimpeded  to  impeded.  P.M.  15-minute  peak  operations  in  the  year  2000  under  the  Revised 
Main  Program  would  continue  in  the  same  flow  regimes  as  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main 
Program,  except  the  Mission  Street  north  sidewalk  which  would  worsen  from  unimpeded  to 
impeded. 

A  study  of  the  Fourth  Street  west  sidewalk,  prepared  by  the  City's  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic,  recommended  that  the  west  sidewalk  be  widened  by  ten  feet  from  Market  Street  to  just 
north  of  Clementina  Street,  except  at  the  right-turn  lane  at  Mission  Street./3/  This  would 
improve  the  year  2000  pedestrian  flow  condition  on  this  sidewalk  from  constrained  to  impeded. 

During  large-scale  conventions  at  the  Moscone  Center,  pedestrian  conditions  on  Howard  Street, 
Third  Street  and  Fourth  Streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Moscone  Center,  are  congested,  particularly 
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during  the  noon  hour.  These  conditions  will  continue  in  the  future,  and  are  expected  to  occur  in 
the  concourse  area  on  CB-2  and  on  proposed  pedestrian  overpasses  as  well. 

Transit  Impacts 

There  are  about  24  MUNI  routes  with  stops  within  one  block  of  the  YBC  site.  The  Transbay 
Terminal  is  located  two  blocks  east  from  the  core  of  the  site,  where  connections  to  regional 
transit  service  (i.e.,  AC  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  SamTrans  buses)  are  provided.  MUNI 
Metro  and  BART  service  in  the  Market  Street  subway  are  accessible  via  the  Powell  Street  and 
Montgomery  Street  stations  (at  the  northern  boundary  of  the  site).  In  addition,  a  proposed 
connection  to  the  Powell  Street  station  via  an  escalator  to  the  esplanade  on  CB-1,  would  be 
constructed  as  part  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Figure  12  on  p.  112  shows  transit  routes  in 
the  project  area.  Photographic  examples  of  p.m.  peak-hour  loadings  on  MUNI  vehicles  are 
shown  in  Appendix  C,  Figure  C- 1 . 

During  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1985,  most  of  the  transit  agencies  were  found  to  be  operating  in 
Level  of  Service  (LOS)  D  or  better.  The  exception  was  BART  Transbay,  where  conditions  were 
found  to  be  at  LOS  E.  Table  C- 1  in  Appendix  C,  contains  descriptions  of  the  various  LOS  for 
bus  transit.  In  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  2000,  about  140  (0.3%)  new  MUNI  trips  among  all  four  of 
the  MUNI  screenlines,  and  about  100  (0.5%)  new  BART  trips  (transbay  and  westbay)  would  be 
generated  by  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Addition  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour 
MUNI  riders  would  not  increase  the  loading  ratios  across  any  of  the  screenlines,  and  thus  would 
not  change  the  LOS.  Addition  of  BART  riders  also  would  not  increase  p.m.  peak-hour  Transbay 
or  westbay  loading  ratios  or  change  LOS.  Existing  peak-period  and  peak-hour  transit  ridership 
on  other  regional  transit  service  would  be  increased  by  about  0.2%.  A  ridership  increase  of  this 
magnitude  would  not  be  measurable  against  the  day-to-day  fluctuations  in  transit  ridership  and 
would  not  have  a  noticeable  effect  on  transit  LOS.  However,  as  discussed  on  pp.  1 16-124,  the 
project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  transit  ridership  in  the  major  regional  transit 
corridors  leading  from  downtown  San  Francisco  that  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  LOS  for 
several  of  the  transit  carriers. 

Mixed-Vehicle  Impacts 

As  described  on  pp.  60-61,  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  damaged  a  number  of  freeway  segments 
in  San  Francisco.  As  a  result  a  number  of  ramps  serving  those  freeway  segments  have  been 
closed.  Among  them  are  the  Mission  /  Main  Streets  and  Mission  /  Beale  Streets  ramps,  located 
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in  the  YBC  vicinity.  Thus,  traffic  patterns  in  the  project  vicinity  have  been  altered  due  to  the 
ramp  closures.  Freeway-bound  traffic  that  previously  entered  and  exited  the  freeway  system  at 
the  Mission  Street  ramps  now  use  the  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets  ramps  at  Fourth  and  Fifth 
Streets.  Ramp  closures,  however,  do  not  appear  to  be  affecting  the  intersections  in  YBC,  except 
Fourth  /  Harrison  Streets.  Traffic  patterns  in  YBC  are,  and  were  at  the  time  of  the  October  1 990 
intersection  traffic  counts,  affected  to  a  greater  extent  by  lane  closures  on  Howard  Street, 
between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  caused  by  construction  of  the  Moscone  Center  expansion.  A 
portion  of  the  westbound  traffic  that  previously  used  Howard  Street  is  now  diverted  to  Mission 
and  Harrison  Streets. 

The  analysis  presented  below  addresses  traffic  conditions  that  include  project-related  impacts 
under  current  road  network  conditions  (i.e.,  the  ramps  remaining  closed  and  Howard  Street 
under  construction),  and  under  pre-quake  road  network  conditions  (i.e.,  the  ramps  re-opened  or 
otherwise  providing  pre-earthquake  carrying  capacities,  and  Howard  Street  returned  to  full 
width).  Current  planning  related  to  The  Embarcadero  Freeway  demolition  and  replacement  has 
not  resolved  in  what  fashion  the  Main  Street  and  Beale  Street  ramps  would  be  restored.  Thus, 
the  scenario  analyzing  the  closed  ramps  is  included  in  the  event  they  are  eliminated  or  replaced 
with  ramps  in  some  other  location. 

Traffic  data  for  the  study  intersections  (December  1988)  were  available  for  pre-quake 
conditions,  when  the  ramps  were  open,  and  when  Howard  Street  was  at  its  full  travel  width 
between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets.  Traffic  data  collected  in  October  1990  reflect  traffic  volumes 
and  patterns  without  the  ramps,  and  with  Howard  Street's  travel  width  reduced  because  of 
construction  of  the  Moscone  Center  expansion.  Because  of  the  uncertainty  of  when  the  ramps 
will  reopen,  the  analysis  presents  an  assessment  of  future  service  levels  at  local  intersections 
under  both  street  network  conditions  (see  Table  13,  p.  1 13).  Level  of  Service  (LOS) 
descriptions  are  shown  in  Table  C-2  in  Appendix  C.  Variations  in  traffic  patterns  reflected  in 
the  1988  and  1990  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  counts  were  used  as  the  basis  to  construct  Year  2000 
turning  movement  volumes  at  the  study  intersections  reflective  of  the  pre-quake  street 
network./4/ 

Pre-Ouake  Street  Network  (Ramps  Open  and  Howard  Street  at  Full  Travel  Width).  Analysis  of 
p.m.  peak-hour  service  levels  at  YBC  area  intersections  indicates  the  Year  2000  level  of  service 
(LOS)  would  degrade  one  to  two  grades,  to  LOS  E  or  F,  at  seven  of  the  nine  study  intersections 
under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program.  Only  the  Fourth  Street  intersections  at  Mission  Street 
and  Howard  Street  would  operate  at  LOS  C  in  2000  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program. 
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TABLE  13:  PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY 

RATIOS  (V/C)  AND  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  (LOS)  IN  THE  YBC  VICINITY/a/ 


Existing/b/        2000  (pre-quake)/c/  2000  (current)/d/ 

(1991)       w/o  Project    w/  Project  w/o  Project  w/  Project 

Intersection  V/C  LOS      V/C  LOS      V/C  LOS    %/e/  V/C  LOS  V/C  LOS  %/e/ 

Fourth  Street  and 

Market  Street  0.80  C/D  0.92  E  0.92  E  0.0%  0.92  E  0.92  E  1.2% 
Third  Street  and 

Market  Street  0.85  D  1.00  E/F  1.02  F  1.2%  1.00  E/F  1.02  F  1.2% 
Fifth  Street  and 

Mission  Street  0.73  C  0.95  E  0.97  E  2.6%  0.83  D  0.86  D  2.9% 
Fourth  Street  and 

Mission  Street  0.75  C  0.73  C  0.76  C  3.8%  0.87  D  0.90  D/E  3.3% 
Third  Street  and 

Mission  Street  0.85  D  0.96  E  0.96  E  -0.4%  0.98  E  0.98  E  -0.4% 
Fifth  Street  and 

Howard  Street  0.85  D  1.03  F  1.05  F  1.4%  0.98  E  0.99  E  1.8% 
Fourth  Street  and 

Howard  Street  0.69  B  0.75  C  0.79  C  4.5%  0.79  C  0.83  D  4.3% 
Third  Street  and 

Howard  Street  0.83  D  1.06  F  1.06  F  0.0%  0.95  E  0.95  E  0.4% 
Fourth  Street  and 

Harrison  Street  0.74    C       0.92  E       0.96    E     4.5%  0.80  C/D  0.85    D  5.5% 


/a/     LOS  descriptions  and  relationship  to  V/C  ratios  are  shown  in  Table  C-3  in  Appendix  C. 
Ibl     Based  on  traffic  counts  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  on  Tuesday  and 

Wednesday,  October  2  and  3,  1990. 
Id     Road  network  with  1-280  and  Mission  Street  ramps  re-opened,  and  Howard  Street  at  full 

travel  width. 

161    Road  network  with  1-280  closed  between  Army  Street  and  U.S.  101,  Mission  Street  ramps 

closed,  and  Howard  Street's  travel  width  reduced. 
Id     Project's  percentage  of  Year  2000  volumes  critical  to  the  intersection's  operation. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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Buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  not  change  the  Year  2000  intersection  levels  of 
service  at  the  study  intersections,  except  at  Third  and  Market  Streets,  where  the  service  level 
would  degrade  one-half  grade  from  LOS  E/F  to  LOS  F.  The  percentage  increase  to  traffic 
volumes  critical  to  the  intersections'  v/c  ratio  would  be  up  to  4.5%. 

Current  Street  Network  (Ramps  Closed  and  Howard  Street  Travel  Width  Reduced).  Analysis  of 
p.m.  peak-hour  service  levels  at  YBC  area  intersections  indicates  that  the  Year  2000  level  of 
service  (LOS)  would  degrade  one  to  one  and  one-half  grades,  to  LOS  E  or  F,  at  five  of  the  nine 
study  intersections  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program.  The  Fourth  Street  intersections  at 
Mission,  Howard  and  Harrison  Streets  and  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  intersection  would 
operate  at  LOS  D  or  better  in  2000  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  Buildout  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  degrade  Year  2000  intersection  levels  of  service  at  four  study 
intersections,  although  none  would  worsen  from  an  acceptable  LOS  (LOS  D  or  better)  to  an 
unacceptable  LOS  (LOS  E  or  F).  The  intersection  of  Third  and  Market  Streets  would  degrade 
one-half  grade  from  LOS  E/F  to  LOS  F.  The  Fourth  Street  intersections  at  Mission  and 
Harrison  Streets  would  also  degrade  by  one-half  grade,  to  LOS  D/E  and  D,  respectively.  The 
Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  intersection  would  degrade  by  one  grade,  to  LOS  D.  The  percentage 
increase  to  traffic  volumes  critical  to  the  intersections'  v/c  ratio  would  be  up  to  5.5%. 

Parking  Impacts 

Peak  parking  demand  was  projected  for  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main 
Program  on  the  basis  of  demand  generation  rates  derived  for  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  These  rates 
were  estimated  as  a  function  of  forecast  employment  and  surveys  of  residential  uses  in  the  City. 
The  proposed  project  would  create  net  new  parking  demand  for  about  5,035  spaces  above 
existing  demand  (about  1 ,094  spaces  above  the  demand  that  would  be  generated  under  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program). 

Existing  parking  facilities  in  the  YBC  currently  include  about  4,100  parking  spaces.  Average 
occupancy  of  these  spaces  is  about  85  to  90  percent.  On-street  parking  spaces  are  currently 
100  percent  full.  The  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  would  reduce  the  number  of  off-street 
parking  spaces  by  about  70,  while  increasing  parking  demand  by  about  3,940  spaces,  thus 
creating  an  approximate  3,500-space  net  deficit.  The  Revised  Main  Program  would  provide 
1,000  more  parking  spaces  than  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  and  with  the  increased 
demand  would  raise  the  net  deficit  to  about  3,600  spaces. 
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An  additional  626  spaces  beyond  the  215  spaces  included  in  WB-2  are  proposed  for  the 
expansion  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage.  These  added  spaces  would  reduce  the  overall  deficit 
slightly.  As  stated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  imbalance  in  parking  demand  and 
supply  could  encourage  the  use  of  carpools  and  vanpools,  and  transit,  or  the  creation  of  satellite 
(intercept)  parking  facilities  in  outlying  non-residential  areas,  with  shuttle  or  expanded  MUNI 
service  to  the  downtown  area. 

Effect  of  Large- Scale  Convention  at  the  Moscone  Center 

Transportation  network  conditions  described  above  represent  typical  weekday  conditions 
expected  to  exist  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  occasional  (likely  fewer  than  five  times 
per  year)  large-scale  convention  (e.g.,  MacWorld  Expo  at  the  Moscone  Center  and  Civic 
Auditorium  /  Brooks  Hall)  currently,  and  would  continue  to,  disrupt  elements  of  the 
transportation  network.  Drawing  largely  from  the  greater  Bay  Area,  MacWorld  Expo 
participants  tend  to  use  private  automobiles  for  access  to  the  YBC  area.  Parking  facilities  are 
overtaxed,  and  as  a  result,  there  is  congestion  and  backups  on  local  streets  providing  access  the 
parking  lots  and  garages  (e.g.,  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  Howard  and  Mission  Streets).  The 
intersections  of  these  streets,  however,  normally  remain  open,  and  traffic  not  connected  with  the 
convention  generally  is  not  affected./5/ 

Truck  Deliveries  and  Loading 

Based  upon  data  published  in  Center  City  Circulation  Program:  Pedestrian  Circulation  and 
Goods  Movement,  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  generate  about  700  more  service  vehicle 
stops  per  day  than  currently  occur,  about  14  fewer  than  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main 
Program./6/  Average  hourly  loading  space  needs  are  given  in  terms  of  spaces  per  hour  per 
10,000  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  building  space;  average  demand  for  the  project  would  be  about 
34  spaces  per  hour,  and  peak  hourly  demand  would  be  about  42  spaces,  more  than  existing 
conditions,  the  same  as  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program. 

Under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  project  would  be  required  to  provide  16  loading 
docks  to  serve  the  added  office  and  retail/commercial  uses.  The  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program 
would  be  required  to  provide  15  additional  loading  docks.  The  Code  allows  the  substitution  of 
two  service  van  spaces  for  each  loading  space,  provided  that  at  least  one-half  the  required 
number  of  spaces  are  provided  for  trucks. 
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Construction  Impacts 

During  construction  of  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program,  transportation  impacts 
would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  site  during  demolition,  excavation,  and 
construction  activity,  and  from  vehicle  trips  generated  by  construction  workers.  These  impacts 
would  be  similar  to  those  that  would  be  generated  under  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program. 

Primary  construction  truck  access  between  the  freeway  system  and  the  site  would  be  on  Fourth 
and  Fifth  Streets.  Secondary  access  would  be  on  Third  Street.  During  construction,  sidewalks 
fronting  the  sites  would  be  closed,  and  curb  lanes  would  need  to  be  closed  to  provide  pedestrian 
walkways.  Closure  of  curb  lanes  would  likely  displace  parking  spaces.  Lane  and  sidewalk 
closures  are  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  Temporary 
parking  demand  from  construction  workers'  vehicles  and  impacts  on  local  intersections  from 
construction  worker  traffic  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  construction  workers 
who  would  use  automobiles.  The  impact  of  construction-related  traffic  is  the  reduction  of  the 
capacities  of  access  streets  and  haul  routes  because  of  the  closure  of  curb  lanes  to  provide 
temporary  pedestrian  walkways,  and  the  slower  movements  and  larger  turning  radii  of 
construction  trucks  compared  to  passenger  vehicles.  Lane  blockages  by  queued  trucks,  if  it  were 
to  occur,  would  reduce  the  capacity  of  affected  streets.  MUNI  lines  would  also  be  affected. 
Blockage  during  times  of  peak  traffic  flow  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  than 
during  non-peak  hours  because  of  the  greater  numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  peak 
hour  that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  the  queued  trucks.  Any  truck  traffic  from  7:00  a.m.  to 
9:00  a.m.  or  from  4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  would  coincide  with  peak-hour  traffic,  and  would  serve 
to  worsen  service  levels. 

CUMULATIVE  CONTEXT 

Introduction 

The  transportation  sections  of  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Area  Plan  EIRs  address 

#  various  regional  transportation  impacts  in  2000  on  pp.  VI.E.50  to  VI. E. 240  and  pp.  109  to  134, 

#  respectively  (the  Mission  Bay  EIR  also  analyzes  transportation  impacts  in  2020).  The  Mission 
Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  discussions  of  transportation  impacts  are  incorporated 
by  reference  and  summarized  in  this  document,  below. 
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The  Mission  Bay  transportation  impact  analyses  evaluate  travel  generated  by  Mission  Bay  in  the 
context  of  growth  in  travel  projected  for  the  rest  of  the  City  and  Bay  Area.  The  South  of  Market 
analyses  do  the  same  for  that  area.  It  is  growth  in  the  City  and  region  that  would  result  in  the 
greatest  impact  on  most  of  the  transportation  systems  studied. 
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Using  slightly  different  analysis  methodologies,  the  two  EIRs  employ  the  same  basic  screenline 
approach  to  study  regional  transportation  impacts  of  San  Francisco  employment  growth.  Results 
differ  somewhat,  based  on  the  differences  in  forecasting  techniques,  but  generally  by  less  than 
five  to  ten  percent;  this  difference  is  well  within  the  range  of  accuracy  of  ten  year  forecasts. 
Therefore,  the  two  sets  of  results  are  compatible.  This  summary  of  cumulative  transportation 
effects  will  report  largely  from  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  with  South  of  Market  EIR  results  included 
where  there  is  notable  relevant  information. 

In  summary,  both  EIRs  show  that  by  2000,  congested  highway  conditions  would  result  in  a  shift 
from  autos  to  higher  use  of  transit  and  ridesharing  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity. 
The  East  Bay  would  be  the  most  congested  corridor,  the  Peninsula  would  be  the  least.  By  2020, 
travel  demand  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  regional  transportation  systems.  To  serve  regional 
growth,  expanded  transit  and  freeway  systems  would  be  required. 

The  proposed  buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  is  assumed  to  be  completed,  occupied  and 
the  amount  of  net  new  space  in  the  downtown  attributable  to  the  project  absorbed  by  2000. 
Therefore,  the  impacts  of  the  project  and  its  contribution  to  cumulative  transportation  impacts 
would  occur  primarily  in  the  1985-2000  context.  The  information  from  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  for 
2020,  which  was  prepared  for  the  purposes  of  analyzing  full  buildout  impacts  of  Mission  Bay  in 
a  proper  cumulative  context,  and  is  more  speculative  and  subject  to  change,  is  presented  for  the 
reader's  information. 

The  Analysis  Years 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  analysis  includes  studies  of  transportation  conditions  in  the  year  2000, 
and,  in  order  to  account  for  buildout  of  the  Mission  Bay  planning  area,  in  the  year  2020. 
Analyses  for  the  1985-2000  timeframe  rely  on  reasonably  confident  estimates  of  regional 
transportation  capacity  improvements  as  defined  by  the  regional  agencies'  highway  and  transit 
planners.  There  are  no  regional  transportation  plans  or  policies  for  2020.  Therefore,  the 
Mission  Bay  EER  uses  a  different  approach  for  this  longer-term  analysis.  For  the  2020  analysis, 
rather  than  reporting  the  impacts  of  future  travel  on  transportation  systems  as  is  the  analytical 
approach  for  2000,  the  estimates  of  2020  travel  conditions  use  the  transportation  system 
capacities  developed  for  2000  as  a  base  and  identify  the  types  of  transportation  improvements 
likely  to  be  necessary  to  serve  growth  in  travel  between  2000  and  2020. 
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Effects  of  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake 


While  many  of  the  downtown  streets  and  intersections  have  experienced  changes  in  traffic 
volumes  as  a  result  of  closure  of  damaged  freeway  segments,  most  of  them  are  expected  to  be 
only  temporary.  As  freeway  repairs  are  completed,  traffic  is  expected  to  return  to  its  pre-quake 
patterns.  Although  not  all  repair  plans  have  been  finalized,  it  has  been  necessary  to  make  certain 
assumptions  about  the  transportation  system  that  would  be  in  place  by  the  year  2000  to  provide  a 
reasonable  assessment  of  future  conditions.  The  following  two  future  scenarios  were  the  basis 
for  the  transportation  analysis: 

•  Scenario  A:  Freeway  Down  Scenario  A.  The  Embarcadero  Freeway  (and  the  Washington 
and  Clay  Street  ramps  are  assumed  to  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  surface  roadway. 
This  roadway  would  be  readily  accessible  from  intersecting  streets,  similar  to  what  will 
occur  once  all  freeway  demolition  is  completed,  and  all  roadway  obstructions  removed. 
Given  this  level  of  access,  this  surface  roadway  scenario  would  provide  substantially  less 
travel  capacity  than  that  of  the  elevated  freeway.  The  Mission  Street/Main  Street  and 
Mission  Street/Beale  Street  ramps,  or  a  comparable  facility,  may  or  may  not  be  restored  at 
its  pre-earthquake  location.  The  section  of  1-280  between  the  U.S.  101  interchange  and 
Army  Street  are  assumed  to  be  repaired  or  replaced  with  facilities  of  comparable  capacity. 
U.S.  101  ramps  at  Turk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  assumed  to  be  demolished. 
While  no  definitive  replacement  facility,  if  any,  has  been  selected,  the  effects  of  this 
demolition  are  expected  to  be  limited  to  some  alteration  of  local  traffic  patterns  in  the 
general  vicinity  of  Market  Street  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  the  Civic  Center. 

The  primary  effect  of  this  scenario  would  be  that  traffic  patterns  on  San  Francisco's  local 
street  system  that  served  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  operate  differently  in  the  future 
than  before  the  earthquake;  cumulative  travel  impacts  as  they  would  affect  the  regional 
highway  screenlines  reported  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIR  analyses  may 
be  the  same  of  possibly  lower  to  the  extent  access  to  freeway  screenlines  is  delayed  by 
longer  travel  times  associated  with  surface  street  travel.  Therefore,  the  "Regional  Travel" 
discussion  below  regarding  impacts  on  highways  would  still  be  applicable,  if  not  an 
overstatement  of  cumulative  impacts  on  the  regional  highway  system  serving  San 
Francisco./7/ 

•  Freeway  Down  Scenario  B  -  Limited  Access.  This  scenario  assumes  demolition  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  Washington  and  Clay  Street  ramps.  This  scenario  is 
reflective  of  the  type  of  travel  thoroughfare  forwarded  for  further  study  by  Mayor  Agnos. 
This  replacement  roadway  may  or  may  not  include  subterranean  segments,  but  would  have 
more  limited  access  (i.e.,  fewer  access  points  to  The  Embarcadero)  than  the  Freeway 
Down  Scenario  A  surface  roadway  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs.  The  result  of 
this  limited  access  would  be  that  the  roadway  would  have  a  higher  travel  capacity  (because 
there  would  be  fewer  access  points  to  impede  through  traffic)  than  the  Freeway  Down 
Scenario  A;  capacity  of  this  limited  access  scenario,  however,  may  still  be  somewhat  lower 
than  that  formerly  provided  by  the  elevated  Embarcadero  Freeway.  The  Mission 
Street/Main  Street  and  Mission  Street/Beale  Street  ramps  may  or  may  not  be  restored  at  its 
pre-earthquake  location.  The  section  of  1-280  between  the  U.S.  101  interchange  and  Army 
Street  are  assumed  to  be  repaired  or  replaced  with  facilities  of  comparable  capacity.  U.S. 
101  ramps  at  Turk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  assumed  to  be  demolished.  While 
no  definitive  replacement  facility,  if  any,  has  been  selected,  the  effects  of  this 
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demolition  are  expected  to  be  limited  to  some  alteration  of  local  traffic  patterns  in  the 
general  vicinity  of  Market  Street  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  the  Civic  Center. 

Because  it  is  assumed  the  travel  capacity  of  this  replacement  scenario  would  approach  that 
formerly  provided  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  future  travel  conditions  at  the  highway 
and  transit  screenlines  reported  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIR  analyses 
would  continue  to  be  applicable  for  describing  cumulative  impacts. 

Regional  Travel 

Regional  travel  was  analyzed  for  each  of  the  three  major  approaches  to  San  Francisco:  the  North 
Bay  via  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge;  the  East  Bay  via  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge;  and 
the  Peninsula  via  the  U.S.  101  and  1-280  freeways. 

The  regional  travel  forecasts  assume  that  where  severe  congestion  is  projected  for  the  highway 
system  and  where  parallel  transit  and  ridesharing  systems  are  available,  travelers  would  choose 
to  shift  from  their  autos  to  fill  the  capacity  available  in  transit  and  ridesharing  systems.  Those 
shifts  are  assumed  to  be  made  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  only,  because  they 
would  have  more  transit  and  ridesharing  options  than  travelers  from  other  parts  of  the  City  or 
region.  The  shift  to  transit  and  ridesharing  would  be  greatest  for  travel  to  the  East  Bay, 
somewhat  less  to  the  North  Bay,  and  none  would  be  expected  for  travelers  to  the  Peninsula  by 
2000  (see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  II,  pp.  VI.E.76-79;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR,  pp.  109-1 12,  C- 
38-40). 

Growth  in  the  entire  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  including  the  South  of  Market,  Mission  Bay  and 
YBC,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  region  would  be  the  primary  source  of  travelers  trying  to  cross 
the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges,  and  to  use  the  U.S.  101  and  1-280  freeways  at  peak  hours, 
(see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  II,  pp.  VI.E.71-83;  South  of  Market  EIR,  pp.  C-46-47.) 

North  Bay  Corridor 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  EIR  determined  that  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  its 
approaches  operated  with  moderate  congestion  (driving  speeds  of  about  35  to  45  mph)  in  peak 
hours  in  1985.  By  2000,  heavy  congestion  on  the  bridge  (a  driving  speed  of  about  30  mph) 
would  last  about  two  hours  during  the  p.m.  commute  period  if  additional  transit  capacity 
between  downtown  and  the  North  Bay  were  provided,  and  a  substantial  shift  from  autos  to 
transit  and  ridesharing  were  made  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  If  no  shift  from 
1985  transit  use  levels  were  to  occur,  the  period  of  heavy  congestion  on  the  Bridge  would  last 
for  about  four  hours  in  2000. 
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Golden  Gate  Transit  indicates  that  it  would  be  able  to  increase  its  bus  and  ferry  capacity  between 
downtown  and  the  North  Bay  by  2000  in  response  to  the  demand  generated.  Golden  Gate  Bus 
ridership  would  almost  double,  with  projected  Levels  of  Service  (LOS)  of  D  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour  and  LOS  C  during  the  p.m.  peak  period.  Golden  Gate  ferry  ridership  would  grow  by 
about  60%  from  1985  to  2000  and  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  period. 
Ridesharing  is  projected  to  increase  by  7  to  15%  between  1985  and  2000  in  the  North  Bay. 

By  the  year  2020,  heavy  congestion  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  could  last  about  four  hours, 
assuming  the  levels  of  transit  and  ridesharing  used  in  2000,  if  there  were  no  additional 
transportation  improvements  between  2000  and  2020.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  indicates  that,  by 
that  time,  the  need  to  consider  major  new  transportation  infrastructure  and  transit  systems  will 
have  become  apparent.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  examples  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of 
improvements  that  could  be  necessary;  those  mitigation  measures  therefore  are  not  prescriptive, 
but  indicative  of  the  level  of  investment  required  to  respond  to  future  travel  demand,  which 
would  require  in-depth  review  and  analysis  in  the  next  phase  of  regional  transportation  planning. 
Those  mitigation  measures  include  adding  a  second  deck  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  to  provide 
transbay  capacity  for  new  bus  and  carpool  lanes,  or  a  light-rail  line,  either  of  which  would 
extend  between  downtown  San  Francisco  and  Sonoma  County  (see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  II, 
pp.  VI.E.31-34,  39,  41,  71-92,  94-125,  129-134,  214-215,  and  225-226;  South  of  Market  Plan 
EIR.  pp.  98-105,  and  111-124.) 

East  Bay  Corridor 

There  currently  is  virtually  no  room  for  additional  vehicle  traffic  on  the  eastbound  Bay  Bridge 
approaches  between  4:00  p.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  While  the  growth  in  travel  demand  on  the  Bay 
Bridge  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  could  be  served  by  shifting  those  commuters  from  autos 
to  transit  and  increased  ridesharing,  trips  to  or  from  other  areas  of  the  region  generally  are  not 
well  served  by  transit  and  would  continue  to  be  made  primarily  in  private  vehicles. 

Even  with  the  substantial  shift  to  transit  and  ridesharing  assumed  in  the  analysis  for  travelers 
from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  the  Bay  Bridge  would  operate  at  capacity  for  about  4.5  hours  in 
2000,  resulting  in  severe  congestion  on  the  San  Francisco  approaches  to  the  bridge,  travel  speeds 
of  less  than  30  miles  per  hour,  and  heavy  congestion  on  the  bridge  itself  every  weekday 
afternoon.  Were  the  shift  to  transit  and  ridesharing  from  1985  levels  not  to  occur,  the  period  of 
severe  congestion  in  2000  would  extend  for  more  than  5.5  hours. 
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By  2000,  the  numbers  and  proportion  of  commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on  BART 
during  the  p.m.  peak  period  would  be  substantially  higher.  The  number  of  trips  on  AC  Transit 
would  increase  by  about  65%  based  on  the  service  available  and  the  need  to  accommodate  some 
riders  that  would  otherwise  use  BART  if  ridership  conditions  were  less  crowded  by  2000. 

The  ratio  of  passengers  to  seats  on  BART  would  increase  from  1.30  in  1985  to  1.63  in  2000 
(LOS  F).  AC  Transit  ridership  would  increase  from  0.85  passengers  per  seat  in  1985  to  1.30  in 
2000  (LOS  E).  The  capacity  of  BART  is  based  on  the  maximum  capacity  of  B ART's  computer 
system  to  track  trains.  The  crowding  projected  for  BART  could  not  be  fully  mitigated  during 
the  peak  period  because  of  the  system's  technical  operating  limits. 

An  increase  of  seven  percent  in  ridesharing  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  across  the  Bay 
Bridge  is  projected  for  2000.  Even  with  substantial  shifts  to  transit  and  ridesharing  by 
commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  by  2020  severe  congestion  on  the  Bay  Bridge  and 
its  approaches  would  last  for  more  than  five  hours.  The  number  of  regional  vehicle  trips  which 
could  not  be  served  by  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  (4:0u-6:00  p.m.)  would  grow 
from  about  3,100  vehicles  in  2000  to  about  5,800  in  2020. 

Mitigating  those  levels  of  congestion  would  require  consideration  of  major  changes  to  the 
regional  transbay  transportation  system  connecting  the  West  Bay  and  East  Bay.  Virtually  all  of 
the  concepts  would  require  the  City  to  work  with  MTC,  Caltrans,  and  local  government  agencies 
to  undertake  the  regional  planning  needed  to  expand  transbay  transportation  capacity  (see 
Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.E.31-34,  37-41,  71-92,  94-124,  126-127,  129-133,  215- 
216,  and  226-230;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  98-105  and  1 1 1-124.) 

Peninsula  Corridor 

Between  1985  and  2000,  traffic  would  increase  on  U.S.  101  and  Interstate  280,  the  freeways 
serving  the  Peninsula.  However,  there  would  be  less  congestion  on  those  routes  at  the  San 
Mateo  County  Line  than  on  the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.  Both  U.S.  101  and  1-280  were 
only  moderately  congested  at  the  San  Mateo  County  line  in  1985.  In  or  near  San  Francisco,  the 
capacity  of  local  streets,  U.S.  101,  and  1-280  would  be  sufficient  to  handle  future  travel  demand; 
the  switch  from  highway  to  transit  modes  by  Downtown  &  Vicinity  commuters  assumed  for  the 
Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges  would  not  be  required  for  the  routes  serving  the  Peninsula.  The 
transit  analysis  for  2000  and  2020  in  this  regional  corridor  therefore  uses  the  same  amount  of 
transit  capacity  as  in  1985. 
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U.S.  101  at  the  San  Mateo  County  line  would  operate  at  capacity  for  about  three  hours  in  2000, 
with  heavy  congestion  and  speeds  of  30  miles  per  hour  occurring  during  that  afternoon  peak 
period.  By  2020,  heavy  congestion  on  U.S.  101  would  last  for  over  three  afternoon  hours.  1-280 
would  operate  with  only  moderate  congestion  at  the  county  line  in  2000  and  2020  with  speeds 
averaging  35  to  45  miles  per  hour  throughout  the  peak  period.  The  congestion  projected  in  2020 
would  be  reduced  if  commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  chose  to  increase  their  use  of 
transit  or  ridesharing  above  the  1985  levels. 

Transit  ridership  to  the  Peninsula  would  grow,  although  not  to  the  extent  that  transit  capacity 
would  have  to  be  increased  above  the  1985  levels.  In  2000,  the  level  of  service  on  transit  would 
remain  high  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  (LOS  B  or  C  for  all  carriers),  as  there  would  be  no 
system  where  ridership  would  be  greater  than  available  seats.  Use  of  BART  and  SamTrans 
would  grow  by  about  40%  while  CalTrain  ridership  would  grow  by  just  5%  (assuming  the 
CalTrain  station  remains  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets).  In  2020,  CalTrain,  BART  and 
SamTrans  would  carry  even  larger  loads,  but  would  continue  to  operate  below  capacity  (LOS  B 
or  C)  (see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VLE.31-34,  37-38,  42-43,  61-62,  71-92,  94-124, 
1 27- 1 33,  2 1 6-2 1 7,  and  230-23 1 ;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  98- 1 05  and  1 1 1  - 1 24.) 

Regional  Highway  Constraint  Points 

As  a  result  of  growth  in  regional  travel  demand,  the  following  freeway  segments  lying  beyond 
the  screenlines  in  the  transportation  analysis  could  constrain  San  Francisco  travel:  the  I- 
80/580/1-880  interchange  in  Oakland;  the  Caldecott  Tunnel  on  State  Route  24  in  Alameda  and 
Contra  Costa  Counties,  U.S.  101  in  Marin  County,  and  U.S.  101  south  of  1-380  in  San  Mateo 
(see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.E.133-140.) 

Local  Transit  and  Streets 

MUNI 

To  analyze  cumulative  impacts  on  MUNI,  individual  MUNI  routes  were  grouped  on  the  basis  of 
the  location  of  their  alignments  and  stops  into  the  "Northeast,"  "Northwest,"  "Southwest,"  and 
"Southeast"  areas  of  San  Francisco,  referred  to  as  "screenlines."  By  2000,  ridership  would 
generally  be  accommodated  on  the  MUNI  screenlines.  Slight  overcrowding  (LOS  E)  would 
occur  on  the  Northwest  screenline  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  on  the  Northeast  screenline 
during  the  p.m.  peak  period.  However,  by  2020,  all  but  the  Southwest  screenline  would  be 
operating  beyond  MUNI's  load  standard  (an  overall  average  of  1.25  passengers  per  seat). 
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Additional  service  required  could  include  new  light  rail  service  to  the  Geary  Boulevard  corridor 
to  the  northwest,  and  to  the  Bayshore  corridor  in  the  southeast  area  of  the  City  (see  Mission  Bay 
EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.E.34-35,  93-99,  103-104,  114-124,  129-133,217,  and  231:  South  of 
Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  98- 1 02,  1 1 2- 1 1 7,  C- 1 9-2 1 ,  and  C-37.) 

Local  Streets 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  assumed  the  transportation  network  that 
existed  before  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  to  be  in  place  in  the  future.  The  following  discussion 
would  be  applicable  if  Scenario  A  (described  on  p.  118)  were  implemented. 

Severe  congestion  would  continue  to  occur  in  both  2000  and  2020  on  several  of  the  James  Lick 
(1-80)  freeway  approaches  in  the  South  of  Market  Area.  Those  streets  and  freeway  ramps  serve 
traffic  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Peninsula.  Several  of  those  streets  are  heavily  congested 
now.  The  number  of  severely  congested  1-80  approach  intersections  would  increase  by  2000  and 
increase  again  by  2020. 

The  First  /  Harrison  Streets,  Fifth  /  Bryant  Streets,  and  Sixth  /  Brannan  Streets  intersections 
presently  operate  at  LOS  F  and  would  continue  to  do  so  in  the  future.  Other  intersections  at  or 
near  freeway  ramps,  such  as  Fourth  and  Harrison  would  deteriorate  to  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  future. 
Intersections  near  freeway  ramps  are  often  affected  by  freeway  access  queues,  as  cars  waiting  to 
enter  the  freeway  back  up  to  or  through  these  intersections.  This  affects  local  traffic  attempting 
to  use  streets  in  these  areas.  Some  traffic  would  shift  and  use  less  congested  routes  in  the  future 
as  this  problem  increases.  Continued  enforcement  of  the  ordinance  passed  in  1987  prohibiting 
blocking  an  intersection  should  help  to  limit  this  problem.  By  2000,  certain  improvements  to  the 
local  street  network  are  planned  to  be  in  place,  which  would  facilitate  traffic  circulation  and 
access  to  1-280  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  As  a  result  of  the  1-280  Transfer 
Concept  Program  and  Mission  Bay  Plan,  King  Street  would  be  improved  to  function  as  a  major 
roadway,  with  new  on-  and  off-ramps  to  1-280.  With  cumulative  development,  the  new  major 
intersections  at  Third  /  King  Streets,  and  Fourth  /  King  Streets  are  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  D 
in  year  2000,  and  LOS  E  and  F  in  2020,  respectively.  Mitigation  measures  to  provide  for  more 
left-turn  lanes  and  towaway  lanes  during  commute  periods  would  reduce  congestion  (see 
Mission  Bay  EER.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.E.,  140-148,  166-175,  200-201,  and  218-219;  South  of 
Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  105-106,  and  124-126.)  It  is  expected  that  operating  conditions  on  other 
local  South  of  Market  streets  and  intersections  not  serving  freeway  ramps  (or  near  freeway- 
serving  intersections)  would  continue  to  operate  in  a  generally  free  flowing  manner  in  the  future, 
at  least  to  2000. 
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For  the  local  street  system  to  operate  at  the  level  described  above,  there  would  have  to  be  a  high 
level  of  public  transit  use  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  In  1985,  about  55%  of  all  afternoon 
peak-hour  outbound  trips  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  were  on  public  transit.  That  level  of 
transit  could  grow  to  about  70%  of  all  trips,  based  on  the  increased  capacity  of  transit  systems 
expected  to  be  available  by  2000,  and  the  congestion  levels  estimated  to  occur  in  the  future. 

As  described  on  p.  60,  San  Francisco  is  pursuing  a  proposal  to  demolish  The  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  Under  Scenario  B  (described  on  p.  118),  if  implemented,  the  local  street  system 
serving  The  Embarcadero  roadway  would  operate  differently  than  the  manner  in  which  it  served 
The  Embarcadero  Freeway.  Generally,  queues  and  delays  at  intersections  would  be  lengthened 
along  the  street  corridors  leading  to  remaining  Bay  Bridge  approach  ramps  and  other  freeway 
ramps  in  the  area,  during  the  afternoon  commute.  Also,  an  increase  in  average  delays  on  the 
Bay  Bridge  would  be  expected  during  the  morning  commute  period.  Intersections  in  YBC, 
except  Fourth  /  Harrison  Streets,  would  likely  not  operate  differently  than  described  above  for 
Scenario  A.  The  Fourth/Harrison  Streets  intersection  would  likely  operate  with  long  queues  in 
the  lanes  leading  to  the  U.S.  101  on-ramp.  The  re-opening  of  1-280,  assumed  under  Scenario  B, 
however,  would  reduce  the  length  of  these  queues  from  current  conditions  because  drivers  bound 
for  points  south  on  the  Peninsula  would  again  have  alternate  freeway  options.  Any  proposal  for 
the  construction  of  a  new  roadway  along  The  Embarcadero  would  be  subject  to  separate 
environmental  review. 

The  proposed  arches  over  Howard  Street  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  would  affect  traffic 
flow  because  drivers  likely  would  slow  to  look  at  the  arches.  This  effect  would  lessen  over  time 
as  motorists  become  used  to  the  sight,  but  drivers  using  Howard  Street  infrequently  would 
continue  to  affect  the  flow  of  traffic  on  this  street. 

NOTES  -  Transportation 

III     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(86.505E),  Volume  Three,  pp.  XIV.E.1-15,  August  1990.  This  document  is  an  analysis  of 
projected  growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  to  the  year  2000  and  2020.  The 
transportation  analysis  in  the  EIR  includes  projections  of  future  modal  splits  for  work  and 
other  (non-work)  travel  for  the  p.m.  peak-period  and  peak-hour  time  periods. 

Ill    Pedestrian  counts  were  made  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  on  Wednesday 
and  Thursday  (February  6  and  7,  1991,  respectively)  from  4;30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

131     Koorosh  Hariri,  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 

telephone  conversation,  October  18,  1990.  Fourth  Street  Streetscape  Study  was  prepared 
February  1990. 
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14/    Manual  turning  movement  traffic  counts  were  conducted  by  Environmental  Science 

Associates,  Inc.  on  Tuesday  and  Wednesday  (October  2  and  3,  1990,  respectively)  from 
4:30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

151     Based  on  observations  of  streets  and  intersections  in  the  Moscone  Center  area  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  on  Sunday,  January  20,  1989. 

161     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods 
Movement.  Working  Papers  1,  2  and  3,  and  Final  Report,  1980.  The  calculation  for  the 
YBC  project  is  based  on  the  changed  mix  of  land  uses,  resulting  in  different  demand  for 
service  vehicles. 

Ill    This  general  information  is  based  on  impact  analysis  carried  out  in  the  1-280  Transfer 
Concept  EIR  (84.385E),  which  examined  different  surface  route  alternatives  along  The 
Embarcadero  right-of-way.  Any  new  roadway  designs  proposed  for  The  Embarcadero 
would  be  subject  to  additional,  separate  environmental  review. 

E.  AIR  QUALITY 

CUMULATIVE  CONTEXT 

•  The  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VI.F.l  1  to  VI.F.28,  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  139  to  144, 
analyzed  cumulative  effects  of  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on  regional  air  quality 

•  in  the  future.  The  discussions  of  cumulative  air  quality  effects  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  the 
South  of  Market  EIR  remain  accurate  and  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  here. 
The  analyses  in  those  EIRs  describe  the  continued  failure  of  the  Bay  Area  to  attain  federal  ozone 
and  carbon  monoxide  standards,  a  problem  to  which  the  project  would  contribute.  (For  more 
detail  on  air  pollutant  emissions  and  their  impacts,  see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp. 
VI.F.13-18.) 

Motor  vehicle  exhaust  emissions  would  continue  to  be  the  primary  source  of  air  pollutants  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  These  emissions  would  affect  local  and  regional  air  quality.  Ozone  and 
carbon  monoxide  concentrations  occasionally  violate  air  quality  standards  at  some  locations  in 
the  Bay  Area.  Emissions  of  hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  dioxide,  precursors  of  ozone,  would 
contribute  to  regional  ozone  concentrations.  Emissions  would  also  add  to  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  at  congested  intersections. 

Computer  modeling  of  cumulative  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  ejght  congested 
intersections  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (five  of  which  are  intersections  adjacent  to 
freeway  ramps)  suggests  that  prior  to  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  state  and  federal  standards  for 
eight-hour  average  concentrations  (9  parts  per  million  [ppm])  were  violated  on  occasion  at  the 
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intersection  of  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets  (13.4  ppm)  and  at  the  intersection  of  Third  and  Berry 
Streets  (9.2  ppm).  With  the  temporary  closure  of  1-280  for  repairs,  these  two  intersections  are 
not  currently  congested;  both  the  normal  traffic  and  the  resulting  air  quality  effects  have  been 
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dispersed  to  other  intersections.  When  1-280  is  re-opened,  traffic  at  the  study  intersections  is 
expected  to  return  to  pre-quake  levels,  resulting  in  air  quality  similar  to  pre-quake  conditions. 
None  of  the  eight  intersections  violate  state  or  federal  one-hour  standards  (20  ppm  and  35  ppm, 
respectively).  Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  are  expected  to  improve  throughout  the  region 
due  primarily  to  better  vehicle  emission  controls.  Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  the  eight 
intersections,  even  with  Mission  Bay  and  cumulative  growth  in  traffic,  are  projected  to  decrease. 
No  violations  of  state  or  federal  carbon  monoxide  standards  are  expected  at  those  intersections  in 
2000  (or  at  buildout  of  Mission  Bay  in  2020).  (For  more  detail  on  intersection  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  see  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Volume  Two,  pp.  VI.F.9-10 
and  17-18,  and  Table  VI.F.4,  p.  VI.F.  19:  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  140-142  and  Table  10, 
p.  143.) 

Effective  January  1,  1989,  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  provides  for  the  designation  of  districts 
into  three  classes:  moderate  (defined  as  an  area  that  can  attain  state  and  federal  air  quality 
standards  by  December  31,  1994),  serious  (areas  that  can  attain  the  standards  by  December  31, 
1997),  and  severe  (areas  that  cannot  specify  an  attainment  date).  In  each  case,  the  Act  specifies 
air  quality  strategies  that  must  be  adopted.  In  all  cases,  plans  are  required  to  demonstrate  a  five 
percent  per  year  reduction  in  the  emissions  of  pollutants  or  precursors,  unless  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  (ARB)  determines  that  all  feasible  measures  are  being  employed.  The  Bay 
Area  Air  Basin  has  been  designated  as  severe,  due  to  its  inability  to  attain  state  standards  by 
199771/ 

The  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  identifies  strategies  and  establishes  schedules  for  complying  with 
federal  O3  and  CO  standards.  Because  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  not  expected  to  be  in 
attainment  for  O3  by  December  31,  1997,  the  Air  Basin  has  been  classified  as  "severe"  for  O3. 
Similarly,  the  Air  Basin  has  been  classified  as  "serious"  for  CO  because  federal  standards  will 
not  be  met  until  199872/ 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Upon  completion,  the  project  would  affect  localized  air  quality  in  two  ways.  Emissions  would  be 
generated  by  project-related  traffic,  and  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  building  space  and 
water  heating.  Transportation  sources  would  account  for  over  90%  of  project-related  emissions. 

The  analysis  in  this  section  provides  information  that  could  be  used  to  assess  the  project  in 
relation  to  the  thresholds  of  significance  recommended  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District's  Guidelines  for  Assessing  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  revised 
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April  1988.  According  to  these  Guidelines,  "any  project  or  plan  which  would  generate  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  above  the  State  or  national  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards 
would  be  of  significant  effect  by  definition."  A  second  test  of  significance  states  that  the  level  of 
emissions  from  a  total  of  direct  and  indirect  sources  would  be  considered  significant  if  emissions 
of  HC,  NOx,  SOx  or  PM  jq  equalled  or  exceeded  150  lb/day.  For  mobile  sources,  curbside  CO 
concentrations  are  normally  modeled;  this  second  test  indicates  that  550  lb/day  of  CO  would  be 
considered  significant  only  if  it  leads  to  a  violation  of  State  standards  under  Test  1  modeling. 
Finally,  "any  project  or  plan  should  be  considered  of  significant  effect  if  emission  of  any  criteria 
contaminant  for  combined  direct  and  indirect  sources  reaches  or  exceeds  one  percent  of  county 
emissions  of  the  contaminant."  There  are  two  other  tests  of  significance:  one  applies  only  to 
stationary  sources  and  the  other  applies  to  projects  that  would  generate  population  or 
employment  in  excess  of  regional  projections. 

Curbside  CO  concentrations  at  selected  local  intersections  that  would  be  affected  by  project- 
generated  traffic  and  by  cumulative  development  traffic  were  projected  for  DD A/Existing  Main 
Program  and  Revised  Main  Program  traffic  levels.  Curbside  CO  concentrations  for  these 
scenarios  are  compared  with  ambient  standards  in  Table  14. 

Future  curbside  CO  concentrations  would  be  lower  than  existing  concentrations.  Although 
project-generated  traffic  would  raise  CO  levels  slightly  in  some  locations,  no  excesses  of  the 
State  8  or  24-hour  standards  are  projected  with  development  of  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

Table  1 5  shows  projected  daily  emissions  of  pollutants  in  the  year  2000  from  project-generated 
traffic,  and  compares  them  with  San  Francisco  County  transportation-related  emissions  and  total 
transportation-related  emissions  in  the  Bay  Area.  Development  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program  would  contribute  less  than  0. 1  %  to  the  transportation-related  emissions  inventory  for 
San  Francisco  in  2000,  which  is  below  the  one  percent  threshold  established  by  the  BAAQMD 
defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air  quality. 

Emissions  of  particulates  resulting  from  construction  and  from  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the 
project  and  cumulative  development  would  increase  particulate  concentrations,  which  could 
increase  the  frequency  of  particulate  standard  violations  in  San  Francisco,  with  concomitant 
health  effects  and  reduced  visibility 73/ 
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TABLE  14:  ESTIMATED  EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  CURBSIDE  CARBON 

MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  INTER  SECT!  ON  S/a/ 


 Concentrations  (ppm)  /a/  

2000/b/  2000/b/ 
Averaging  1991        DDA/Existing  Revised 

Intersection  Time         Existing       Main  Program      Main  Program 


Third  Street  & 

1-hour 

10.2 

8.8 

8.8 

Mission  Street 

8-hour 

7.1 

6.2 

6.2 

Fourth  Street  & 

1-hour 

9.4 

8.2 

8.2 

Mission  Street 

8-hour 

6.6 

5.7 

5.7 

Fifth  Street  & 

1-hour 

9.5 

8.6 

8.7 

Mission  Street 

8-hour 

6.6 

6.0 

6.1 

Third  Street  & 

1-hour 

10.5 

10.2 

10.2 

Howard  Street 

8-hour 

7.4 

7.1 

7.1 

Fourth  Street  & 

1-hour 

9.5 

8.6 

8.7 

Howard  Street 

8-hour 

6.7 

6.1 

6.1 

Fifth  Street  & 

1-hour 

10.1 

9.6 

9.7 

Howard  Street 

8-hour 

7.0 

6.8 

6.8 

/a/     Calculations  for  all  scenarios  were  made  using  a  revised  version  of  the  Modified  Linear 
Rollback  (MLR)  method  described  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  Background 
concentrations  were  calculated  to  be  5.8  ppm  for  eight  hours  in  1990,  and  5.0  ppm  for 
eight  hours  in  2000.  Any  underlined  values  would  be  in  violation  of  the  state  or  federal 
CO  standards.  The  one-hour  State  standard  is  20  ppm,  the  one-hour  federal  standard  is 
35  ppm,  and  the  eight-hour  State  and  federal  standards  are  9  ppm.  Emission  rates  were 
derived  from  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  EMFAC7D  computer  model,  from  the 
BAAQMD's,  revised  April  1988. 

/b/     Based  on  growth  forecasts  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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TABLE  15:  PROJECTED  DAILY  TRANSPORTATION-RELATED  POLLUTANT 


 Emissions  (tons  per  day  Va/  

Pollutant  Project  2000/a.b/    SF  County  2000/c/   Bay  Area  2000/c/ 


Hydrocarbons  0.01  14  160 

Nitrogen  Oxides  0.01  22  270 

Carbon  Monoxide  0.14  120  1,400 

PM10  0.02  28  310 

Sulfur  Oxides/d/  0.00  28  83 


/a/     Project  emissions  were  calculated  using  B  AAQMD  EMFAC7D  vehicle  emission  factors. 
Emissions  of  HC,  NOx,  and  CO  include  an  assumed  six  minutes  of  idling  time  per  vehicle 
trip.  Emissions  of  particulates  include  dust  disturbed  from  roadway  surfaces. 

/b/     Based  upon  a  weighted  daily  average  of  8,060  vehicle-miles  traveled. 

Id     San  Francisco  County  and  Bay  Area  emissions  correspond  only  to  transportation-related 
emissions  based  on  B AAQMD  Emissions  Inventory  Summary  Report  (August  1987),  and 
year  2000  emissions  inventory  for  the  Bay  Area  provided  by  Tirlochan  Mangat,  Manager, 
Special  Projects  Section,  BAAQMD. 

/d/     Sulfur  oxides  and  sulfur  dioxides  are  assumed  to  be  interchangeable. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

III     David  Burch,  Planner,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  telephone 
conversation,  April  10,  1991. 

Ill    Joan  Dracott,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  telephone  conversation,  July  19, 
1991. 

131     State  standards  for  particulate  matter  changed  in  1983  and  federal  standards  changed  in 
1987  to  concentrate  on  fine  particulate  matter  which  has  been  demonstrated  to  have  health 
implications  when  inhaled  (PMjo)-  Only  those  particulates  10  microns  or  less  in  size  are 
measured  under  the  PMjq  standard.  The  BAAQMD  (Thomas  Perardi)  has  stated  that  TSP 
includes  about  50-60%  of  particulates  of  10  microns  or  less;  thus,  the  TSP  standards  are 
generally  equivalent  to  the  PMjq  standards.  BAAQMD  is  presently  monitoring  PMjq  at 
seven  Bay  Area  monitoring  stations,  including  the  16th  and  Arkansas  station  in  San 
Francisco.  . 
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F.  SEISMICITY 

The  primary  seismic  hazard  at  the  site  is  strong  groundshaking  resulting  from  earthquakes  on 
nearby  faults.  During  the  1906  earthquake,  estimated  to  be  8.3  on  the  Richter  scale,  strong 
groundshaking  was  documented  near  YBC.  The  October  17,  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  at 
7.1  on  the  Richter  scale  caused  some  damage  to  older  structures  in  and  near  YBC. 

New  buildings  would  be  designed  and  constructed  to  be  earthquake-resistant  in  accordance  with 
applicable  codes.  New  buildings  are  required  by  the  1990  San  Francisco  Building  Code  to  be 
sufficiently  earthquake-resistant  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  damage  to  the  building 
would  not  be  life/safety  threatening.  Before  a  building  permit  would  be  issued  by  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection  (BBI),  BBI  would  review  the  design  of  the  building  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  design  complied  with  code.  Before  an  occupancy  permit  would  be  issued  by  BBI,  BBI 
would  inspect  the  building  to  ascertain  if  the  building  had  been  built  according  to  plan  and 
complying  with  code. 

The  discussions  of  seismic  impacts  on  pp.  433-437  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  pp.  193-197  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remain  current  and  accurate,  and  are  incorporated  by  reference 
and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document.  As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  the  greatest  potential  earthquake  hazards  would  probably  be 
in  the  southwestern  portion  of  YBC.  This  area  is  the  most  prone  to  liquefaction  and  subsidence, 
and  would  probably  experience  the  most  severe  groundshaking  in  an  earthquake.  Damage  from 
a  major  earthquake  in  other  areas  of  YBC  likely  would  be  less  severe,  as  groundshaking  would 
be  less  intense  and  the  potential  for  subsidence  and  liquefaction  would  be  lower. 

Collapsing  buildings,  shattering  windows,  falling  exterior  cladding  and  other  decoration,  and 
falling  masonry  walls  and  chimneys  are  common  causes  of  casualties  in  earthquakes. 
Pedestrians,  as  well  as  building  occupants,  would  be  exposed  to  these  hazards.  Additional 
casualties  to  building  occupants  could  be  caused  by  nonstructural  damage,  such  as  sliding 
furniture,  falling  bookcases,  collapse  of  suspended  ceilings,  tipping  file  cabinets,  or  heavy 
objects  stored  or  displayed  where  they  could  fall. 

Should  an  earthquake  occur  during  construction  of  buildings,  damage  to  the  partially  completed 
structures  could  be  severe  and  excavations  would  be  subject  to  possible  failure.  Furthermore, 
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construction  equipment,  such  as  cranes,  or  building  materials  could  fall  or  move.  If  an 
earthquake  were  to  occur  during  working  hours,  construction  workers  would  be  at  risk,  as  would 
passersby  at  any  time. 
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Ground  failure  resulting  from  seismic  shaking,  as  well  as  damage  caused  directly  by  the  shaking 
itself,  would  affect  infrastructure  in  YBC  and  in  the  YBC  vicinity,  including  streets  and 
highways,  bridges,  transit  systems,  and  utilities.  Access  to  and  from  YBC  would  likely  be 
impeded. 

Seismic  impacts  for  all  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program,  and  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  be  similar,  but  would  differ  in  the  severity  of  the  impact  for  each 
alternative.  Differences  in  seismic  impacts  between  the  Existing  Setting,  the  DD  A/Existing 
Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main  Program  are  described  below. 

Changes  proposed  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  affect  the  number  of  residents, 
employees,  and  visitors  in  YBC,  and  thus  the  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake 
hazards  in  YBC.  There  would  be  about  9,600  (71%)  more  employees  and  about  1,800  (78%) 
more  residents  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  than  under  the  Existing  Setting.  There  also 
would  be  an  increase  in  other  facilities  that  would  attract  visitors  to  YBC,  including  330,000 
square  feet  of  additional  cultural  facilities,  200,000  square  feet  of  additional  amusement, 
recreation,  and  entertainment  facilities,  and  70  additional  hotel  rooms.  There  would  be  about 
1,300  (6%)  more  employees  and  about  1,200  (41%)  more  residents  in  YBC  under  the  Revised 
Main  Program  than  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  In  addition,  cultural  facilities 
would  increase  by  about  100,000  square  feet  (which  would  be  partially  offset  by  a  51,400- 
square-foot  decrease  in  amusement,  recreation,  and  entertainment  facilities)  and  hotel  space 
would  increase  by  70  rooms. 

The  population  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  in  YBC  would  be  higher  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program  than  under  either  the  Existing  Setting  or  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  The 
population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would  be  higher  both  for  an  earthquake 
that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours  (additional  residents  and  hotel  guests  would  be  affected  by 
a  nighttime  earthquake)  and  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  daytime  hours  (additional 
employees  and  visitors  to  cultural  and  other  facilities  would  be  affected  by  a  daytime 
earthquake).  Pedestrians  in  YBC  would  also  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards.  As  under  the 
Existing  Setting  and  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  the  population  exposed  to  earthquake 
hazards  in  YBC  would  be  greatest  during  the  daytime,  when  employees  would  be  present  and 
facilities  in  YBC  would  be  most  heavily  used. 
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YBC  has  a  history  of  industrial  use,  and  many  potential  sources  of  contamination  have  been 
identified:  (1)  possible  residual  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  from  past  activities  on  the 
site;  (2)  contamination  potentially  originating  from  similar  activities  off  site,  including 
contaminated  groundwater  migrating  onto  the  site  from  other  properties  in  the  vicinity,  and  (3) 
possible  contaminated  fill. 

Hazardous  materials-related  impacts  of  development  at  a  paved  urban  site  are  typically  related 
almost  entirely  to  excavation  and  disposal  of  contaminated  soils  and  groundwater.  In  general, 
earthmoving  or  dewatering  in  contaminated  areas  could  directly  expose  workers,  the  public,  or 
the  environment  to  soils,  soil  gases,  or  groundwater  contaminated  with  hazardous  materials  or 
wastes.  Migration  of  gases  and/or  dust  during  construction  activities  could  also  affect  the  nearby 
public  and  the  environment.  Depending  on  a  specific  site  being  developed  or  even  a  specific 
location  within  a  project  site,  the  chemical  contaminants  that  could  be  encountered  would  vary. 

Activities  that  could  lead  to  discovery  and  exposure  of  contaminated  soils  or  groundwater 
include  site  investigation,  site  remediation,  excavation,  dewatering,  and  underground  storage 
tank  (UST)  removal.  Each  of  these  activities  could  involve  exposure  of  workers,  the  public 
and/or  the  environment  to  contaminated  soils,  groundwater,  soil  gases  or  building  materials,  as 
summarized  briefly  in  Table  16.  The  discussion  that  follows  is  limited  to  specific  project 
impacts  of  site  preparation  activities,  such  as  excavation  and  grading,  and  UST  removal. 

SPECIFIC  PROJECT  IMPACTS 

This  impact  analysis  focuses  on  the  potential  health  and  safety  impacts  that  may  result  if 
contaminated  soil  or  groundwater  is  encountered  during  excavation  for  redevelopment  of  the 
YBC  area.  Various  portions  of  the  YBC  area  are  proposed  for  redevelopment.  Other  portions  of 
YBC,  such  as  CB-2  and  CB-3  have  already  been  redeveloped.  Any  additional  development  on 
these  blocks  would  be  at  street  level  and  would  not  require  any  addition  il  excavation. 
Therefore,  no  hazardous  materials  related  impacts  are  expected  for  these  blocks.  However, 
development  in  other  portions  of  YBC  could  lead  to  health  and  safety  impacts. 

As  explained  in  Section  V.G.,  the  YBC  area  has  a  history  of  industrial  uses,  in  addition  to  areas 
of  blocks  of  largely  residential  use.  As  shown  on  Figure  10,  p.  77,  former  industrial  uses  in 
YBC  are  on  CB-1,  EB-3,  and  SB-2.  These  blocks  would  be  of  the  most  concern  with  regard  to 
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TABLE  16:  GENERIC  HAZARDOUS-MATERIAL-RELATED  IMPACTS  OF  PROJECT 
ACTIVITIES 


Project  Activity 
Site  investigation 

Excavation  and  site 
preparation 

Dewatering 


Underground  storage 
tank  closure 


Site  remediation 


Potentially 
Contaminated 
Media  /  Structures 

Soil,  groundwater 


Soil  gases,  soil, 
groundwater 


Groundwater 


Tank,  vapor,  soil 


Soil  gases,  soil, 
groundwater 


Potential  Impacts 

Health  of  workers 
and/or  public 

Health  of 
workers,  public 
and/or  environment 

Health  of 
workers,  public, 
and/or  environment 

Health  and  safety 
of  workers  and/or 
public 

Health  of  workers, 
public  and/or 
environment 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


contamination  from  historic  uses.  A  variety  of  contaminants  (particularly  metals)  have  been 
found  in  San  Francisco  Waterfront  fill.  Areas  of  artificial  fill  in  YBC  include  portions  of  EB-2, 
EB-3,  SB-2,  WB-3  and  all  of  SB-1.  USTs  have  been  in  use  at  a  number  of  locations  throughout 
YBC  and  would  be  of  concern  at  any  proposed  development  within  YBC. 

Excavation 


Although  few  locations  in  YBC  have  specifically  been  identified  as  having  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination,  much  of  the  area  has  a  relatively  high  potential  for  soil  contamination  from 
historic  uses,  fill,  and  USTs.  Excavation  of  contaminated  soil  or  groundwater  expose  site 
workers,  the  public,  or  the  environment  to  those  contaminants.  Excavation,  handling,  and 
disposal  of  contaminated  fill  or  groundwater  would  be  activities  that  would  affect  public  health 
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and  safety.  Potential  contaminants  that  could  be  present  include  petroleum  hydrocarbons, 
metals,  solvents,  acids,  caustics  and  PCBs  (see  Table  5,  p.  76).  Unidentified  hazardous  materials 
or  wastes  would  be  a  threat  to  workers  and  possibly  to  the  general  public.  Unless  managed  with 
established  and  appropriate  procedures,  excavation,  handling,  and  disposal  of  contaminated  soil 
or  groundwater  could  result  directly  in  public  health  and  safety  hazards. 

Underground  Storage  Tanks 

The  historical  use  of  USTs  in  YBC  could  pose  public  health  and  safety  hazards  during 
redevelopment  of  the  area.  Available  records  indicate  that  a  number  of  USTs  have  been  used  in 
YBC,  some  of  which  may  remain  in  the  ground  (see  Table  6,  p.  79).  The  South  of  Market  area, 
in  general,  has  a  history  of  UST  use  and  abandonment.  In  addition,  any  of  the  industries  known 
to  have  occupied  areas  of  YBC  could  have  used  USTs  for  fuel  storage. 

The  contents  of  USTs  may  be  hazardous;  a  previously  unknown  UST,  uncovered  or  disturbed 
during  excavation,  could  threaten  the  health  and  safety  of  site  workers.  A  leaking  UST  could 
pose  additional  threats  to  groundwater  resources  and  the  environment,  and  could  pose  a  possible 
explosion  hazard. 

If  a  UST  were  found  during  construction  activities,  it  would  have  to  be  closed  in  place  or 
removed  as  part  of  the  project.  Closure  of  a  UST  in  place  would  likely  cause  minimal  exposure 
of  workers  and  the  public  to  potential  hazards.  A  UST  left  in  the  ground  without  closure, 
however,  could  present  a  long-term  source  of  potential  contamination  to  the  environment.  UST 
removal  could  pose  both  health  and  safety  risks,  such  as  the  exposure  of  workers,  tank  handling 
personnel,  and  the  public  to  tank  contents  or  vapors.  Risks  would  be  minimized  by  following 
required  procedures  for  UST  cleaning  and  removal.  In  San  Francisco,  both  the  Fire  Department 
and  Department  of  Public  Health  supervise  UST  removals  to  enforce  enactment  of  appropriate 
safety  procedures  and  soil  sampling  and  testing  provisions.  Removal  of  a  tank,  if  found,  would 
be  done  under  the  guidance  of  those  agencies,  as  required  by  law. 

Site  Remediation 

Site  remediation  would  be  required  if  soil  or  groundwater  was  encountered  that  was 
contaminated  to  levels  considered  "hazardous"  by  federal,  state  and  local  regulatory  standards. 
Site  remediation  measures,  in  themselves,  could  have  impacts.  During  site  remediation, 
workers,  and  possibly  the  public,  could  be  exposed  to  chemical  compounds  in  soil,  soil  gases,  or 
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groundwater.  The  public  and  the  environment  could  be  exposed  to  airborne  chemical 
compounds  migrating  from  a  site  under  remediation.  Accidents  during  transportation  of 
contaminated  soils  and/or  ground  water  could  lead  to  exposure  of  the  public  and  the  environment 
to  the  chemical  compounds.  Exposure  to  hazardous  materials  could  cause  various  short-term  or 
long-term  health  effects.  For  particular  substances,  such  health  effects  are  described  in  standard 
references./ 1/  Worker  and  public  health  and  safety  requirements  described  in  Appendix  E  would 
apply  during  remediation  activities. 

If  any  hazardous  wastes  are  encountered  during  development,  a  site-specific  Safety  and  Health 
Plan  would  be  prepared  and  submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH) 
before  site  activities  would  proceed,  and  would  establish  policies  and  procedures  to  protect 
workers  and  the  public  from  potential  hazards  posed  by  hazardous  wastes.  The  Plan  would  be 
prepared  according  to  federal  and  California  OSHA  regulations  for  hazardous  waste  site  Safety 
and  Health  plans  (if  such  regulations  are  not  adopted  prior  to  initial  site  activities,  National 
Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  guidelines  III  would  be  followed).  The  site  safety 
officer's  log  would  be  made  available  to  DPH  for  inspection. 

Potential  impacts  of  remediation  would  be  mitigated,  in  part,  by  legally  required  safety  and 
hazardous  waste  handling  and  transportation  precautions.  For  hazardous  waste  workers,  federal 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  regulations  mandate  an  initial  40-hour 
training  course  and  subsequent  annual  training  review.  Additionally,  site-specific  training  would 
be  required  for  some  workers.  In  responsible  agency  review  of  mitigation  plans,  procedures  for 
protection  of  the  public  during  remediation  would  be  evaluated.  The  measures,  along  with 
application  of  clean-up  standards,  would  serve  to  protect  human  health  and  the  environment 
during  site  remediation,  thus  minimizing  remediation  impacts. 

Site  investigation  could  be  performed  as  part  of  site  remediation.  Investigation  could  include 
collection  of  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  at  the  site,  transportation  of  the  samples  to  an 
analytical  laboratory,  and  analysis  and  reporting.  At  a  specific  site,  workers  directly  engaged  in 
the  sampling  activity  would  face  the  greatest  potential  for  exposure.  The  public  could  be 
exposed  to  contaminants  if  an  accident  during  sample  transportation  were  to  occur,  or  if  access 
to  a  specific  site  were  not  controlled.  Because  relatively  small  amounts  of  material  are  collected 
as  samples,  exposure  to  potential  hazards  during  site  investigation  would  be  limited,  and 
associated  impacts  would  be  localized. 
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CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

If  contaminated  soil  were  to  be  removed  from  YBC  during  development,  it  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  impacts  on  the  region's  waste  handling  capacity.  Treatment  and  disposal  of 
hazardous  wastes  are  issues  of  national  significance.  Federal  and  state  legislation  is  attempting  to 
address  these  issues.  At  the  Federal  level,  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 
(RCRA)  Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Amendments  of  1984  prohibit  the  land  disposal  of 
untreated  wastes  as  of  May,  1990  (the  "land  ban").  EPA  currently  has  promulgated  treatment 
standards  for  the  applicable  hazardous  wastes.  Wastes  that  meet  the  standards  are  not  subject  to 
the  prohibition  and  may  be  land  disposed.  The  law  states  that  if  there  is  insufficient  treatment 
capacity  nationwide,  the  ban  date  may  be  extended  for  up  to  two  years.  In  addition,  the  EPA 
may  grant  a  petition  to  allow  land  disposal  of  an  untreated  waste  at  any  specific  site  upon 
demonstration  that  no  migration  of  any  hazardous  constituents  can  occur  from  the  site./3/ 

California  law,  the  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Act  of  1986,  is  similar  to  the  Federal  land  ban 
law.  It  specifies  that  after  May,  1990,  hazardous  wastes  must  be  treated  to  adopted  standards  for 
disposal  within  the  state.  California  law  also  encourages  recycling  and  reuse,  and  allows 
shipment  out-of-state  for  hazardous  wastes  that  cannot  meet  treatment  standards./3/ 

Landfill  space  for  hazardous  waste  is  limited.  As  of  mid- 1989,  there  were  twenty-four 
hazardous  waste  landfills  in  the  United  States  that  were  open  to  commercial  hazardous  waste 
generators.  Of  these,  only  seven  are  located  in  western  states./4/  On  a  national  level,  hazardous 
waste  landfill  space  is  very  limited  and  will  grow  even  more  limited  as  landfill  capacities 
gradually  become  exhausted.  The  intent  of  the  land  ban  legislation  is  to  address  the  fundamental 
error  of  reliance  on  land  disposal  by  forcing  waste  generators  and  handlers  to  seek  alternatives. 
Because  hazardous  waste  landfill  space  is  limited  and  efficient  and  environmentally  acceptable 
hazardous  waste  treatment  technologies  have  yet  to  be  developed  fully,  handling  of  hazardous 
waste  is  becoming  an  increasingly  important  problem. 

NOTES  -  Hazards 

l\l     Marshall  Sittig,  Handbook  of  Toxic  and  Hazardous  Chemicals  and  Carcinogens.  Second 
Edition,  Noyes  Publications,  Park  Ridge,  New  Jersey,  1985,  pp.  118-119,  739-742. 

121  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Guidance  Manual  for  Hazardous  Waste  Site  Activities.  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  DHHS  Publication  No.  85-1 15,  October,  1985. 


136 


VI.  Environmental  Impacts 
G.  Hazards 

/3/    California  Department  of  Health  Services,  "Land  Disposal  Restriction  Newsletter,"  Toxic 
Substances  Control  Division,  Alternative  Technology  Section,  January,  1988. 

/4/     EI  Digest,  Industrial  Hazardous  Waste  Management.  Environmental  Information,  Limited, 
February,  1989. 

H.  WATER 

The  water  requirements  for  the  212,000  square  feet  (4.9  acres)  of  park  would  probably  be  about 
20,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  for  landscaping  irrigation.  This  is  based  on  estimating  the  average  - 
irrigation  water  demand  in  gallons  per  acre  from  daily  irrigation  requirements  for  other  parks  in 
San  Francisco  as  reported  in  the  1985  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco./ 1/  The 
average  irrigation  water  demand  in  gallons  per  acre  is  about  4,000  gpd.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
park  would  probably  require  about  20,000  gpd.  The  212,000  square  feet  of  park  would  not  be 
fully  landscaped  so  this  estimate  represents  a  greater  amount  of  water  than  would  actually  be 
required  to  irrigate  the  landscaping.  However,  the  park  plans  also  include  water  features  such  as 
fountains  that  would  require  a  constant  water  supply.  Therefore,  20,000  gpd  would  provide  a 
reasonable  estimate  of  water  requirements. 

Although  most  descriptions  are  not  quantitative,  reported  groundwater  conditions  and  water 
yields  indicate  that  20,000  gpd  of  water  could  probably  be  supplied  for  irrigation  and  fountains 
with  properly  designed  and  maintained  wells.  However,  this  level  of  pumping  could  lower  the 
water  table  (which  may  affect  neighboring  water  supply  wells  and  dewatering  operations)  and 
could  be  susceptible  to  impacts  from  short-term  dewatering  operations  for  development  projects 
in  YBC.  If  groundwater  cannot  be  supplied  in  an  adequate  amount  or  at  an  appropriate  rate  of 
flow,  the  landscaping  would  be  irrigated  with  municipal  water.  The  estimated  additional  water 
requirement  for  irrigation  and  water  features,  20,000  gpd,  represents  a  1.6  percent  increase  in  the 
total  projected  water  demand,  1 .2  million  gpd,  for  YBC.  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
has  indicated  that  it  could  supply  the  estimated  1.2  million  gpd./2/  The  1.6%  increase  would  not 
substantially  increase  the  overall  water  demand,  although  in  times  of  drought  it  could  be  difficult 
to  justify  use  of  20,000  gpd  for  irrigation  purposes.  The  water  distribution  system  serving  YBC 
is  illustrated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Appendix  B,  Figure  B- 1  (page  243),  and  is 
discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (page  120).  The  water  system  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  already  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (page  292) 
and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  138).  The  analyses  of  the  water  distribution  system 
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and  of  water  impacts  cited  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 
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Long-term  production  of  water  for  irrigation  and  water  features  from  groundwater  wells  might 
cause  or  contribute  to  a  substantial  lowering  of  the  water  table,  possibly  below  the  depths  of 
existing  production  and  dewatering  wells  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.  This  may  cause  a  beneficial 
impact  by  eliminating  the  need  for  construction  dewatering.  However,  it  would  also  lead  to 
abandoning  production  wells  of  redlining  them  deeper  to  reach  the  groundwater.  Lowering  of 
the  water  table  could  lead  to  local  subsidence  and  cause  damage  to  buildings  or  underground 
utility  lines. 

Water  quality  for  irrigation  of  the  park  must  meet  the  State  Drinking  Water  Standards  for 
bacteriological  quality  (Title  22,  California  Code  of  Regulations).  If  groundwater  were  used  the 
San  Francisco  Health  Department  would  require  periodic  monitoring  of  the  water  quality  to 
insure  compliance  with  the  state  standards.  If  the  water  contains  levels  that  exceed  the  standards 
for  bacteria,  irrigation  would  constitute  a  violation  of  state  law  and  pose  a  potential  public  health 
threat  to  park  users.  Unless  high  concentrations  of  organic  chemicals  or  heavy  metals  are 
present  in  the  water,  no  impacts  to  the  vegetation  or  additional  impacts  to  public  health  would  be 
expected.  If  the  groundwater  contains  chemicals,  other  than  bacteria,  that  exceed  state  standards 
or  do  not  comply  with  state  water  quality  policies,  the  groundwater  would  have  to  be  treated  to 
remove  pollutants  prior  to  the  proposed  use.  If  treatment  is  not  feasible,  municipal  water  would 
have  to  be  obtained  for  irrigation  and  water  features. 

NOTE  -  Water  Impacts 

III     San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Public  Utilities 
Commission.  Urban  Water  Management  Plan.  December  1985. 

Ill     Martin  H.  Lieberman,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution 
Division,  letter  dated  November  8,  1990. 
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VH.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


This  section  is  organized  in  the  same  sequence  as  the  Setting  and  Impact  sections,  with  the  same 
letter  designating  each  impact  category  as  in  those  sections.  In  the  course  of  project  planning, 
measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project.  All  suggested  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  in  the  First 
YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  would  pertain  to  the  uses 
proposed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  for  development  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  are  summarized 
at  the  beginning  of  each  subsection  and  incorporated  here  by  reference  (pp.  447-509  of  the  YBC 
FEIR.  pp.  77-85  of  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  pp.  205-222  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement).  Additional  measures  that  have  been,  or  would  be,  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  or  measures  that  could  be  implemented  by  other  public  agencies  are  listed  below. 
Measures  under  consideration  may  be  required  as  conditions  of  approval,  if  the  project  were  to 
be  approved.  In  addition,  measures  have  been  included  to  mitigate  impacts  that  may  not  have 
been  determined  significant. 

A.  LAND  USE  AND  PLANNING  CONTEXT 

None  are  necessary. 

B.  POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 

None  are  necessary. 

C.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY 

None  are  necessary. 

D.  TRANSPORTATION 

MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  could  implement  the  following  measures  to  reduce  impacts  of 
either  the  approved  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  or  the  proposed  Revised  Main  Program. 
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•  The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  City 
approval)  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  accommodate  bus  stop  shelters  and  to 
minimize  interference  with  pedestrian  traffic. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  incorporate  City  Planning  Code- 
required  (Section  163)  transportation  brokerage  services  into  building  management  for 
office  buildings  exceeding  100,000  square  feet  to  minimize  transportation  impacts  of 
added  office  development  in  the  downtown. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  establish,  in  accordance  with  the 
City  Planning  Code  (Section  155(g)),  parking  rate  structures  to  encourage  short-term  use 
and  discourage  long-term  parking. 

•  Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to,  in  consultation  with  the 
Municipal  Railway,  install  eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts 
for  MUNI  trolley  wires  on  the  proposed  buildings  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive 
the  right  to  refuse  the  attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment 
is  done  at  City  expense. 

•  During  the  construction  periods,  construction  truck  movements  would  be  permitted  only 
before  6:30  a.m.  or  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic 
conflicts.  Individual  developers  and  their  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Fire 
Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine  feasible  traffic 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  individual 
buildings  and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane 
closures  during  construction,  developers  would  coordinate  with  construction  contractors 
for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become 
known. 

•  Parking  facility  driveways  would  include  warning  devices  (lighted  signs  and  noise- 
emitting  devices)  to  alert  pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  structures. 


MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  OTHER  PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

•  Coordinate  work  schedules  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  other  utilities 
requiring  trenching,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off- 
peak  hours.  This  should  be  done  through  the  San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison 
on  Construction  and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP).  In-street  utilities  should  be  installed  at 
the  same  time  as  the  street  is  opened  for  construction  of  the  individual  projects  within 
YBC  to  minimize  street  disruption. 

•  The  City  could  act  upon  or  endorse  the  implementation  of  transportation  mitigations 
described  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  Section  VI. E,  Mitigation,  pp.  VI.E.214- 
VI.E.217  for  the  year  2000  and  pp.  VI.E.224-VI.E.231  for  2020,  and  in  the  South  of 
Market  EIR.  pp.  189-194.  The  measures  for  the  year  2000  include:  constructing  and 
maintaining  rail  rapid  transit  lines  from  downtown  San  Francisco  to  suburban  corridors 
and  major  non-downtown  centers  in  San  Francisco;  increasing  funding  for  Vehicle 
Acquisition  Plans  for  San  Francisco  and  regional  transit  agencies  to  expand  existing  non- 
rail  transit  service;  providing  exclusive  transit  lanes  on  City  streets  and  on  freeways; 
reducing  incentives  to  drive  by  discouraging  long-term  parking;  encouraging  carpools, 
vanpools,  and  bicycle  use;  improving  pedestrian  circulation  within  downtown 
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VII.  Mitigation  Measures 


San  Francisco;  and  providing  transportation  brokerage  services.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR 
describes  various  types  of  measures  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  needed  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  regional  growth  in  2020. 

Some  of  the  implementing  actions  would  require  approval  by  decision-makers  outside  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  many  of  the  measures  would  require  action  by  City 
agencies  other  than  the  City  Planning  Commission,  such  as  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  and/or  Board  of  Supervisors.  All  except  such  things  as  providing 
transportation  brokers  would  require  funding  from  or  approval  by  MTC.  These  measures 
are  system-wide  measures  that  must  be  implemented  by  public  agencies.  Other  than 
project-specific  measures  such  as  relevant  transportation  mitigation  measures  described 
above,  it  is  not  appropriate  to  impose  mitigation  at  system-wide  levels  on  individual 
projects. 


E.  AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

•      The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  ensure  that  the  contractor 

sprinkles  demolition  sites  with  water  continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkles 
unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  covers  stockpiles  of  soil, 
sand,  and  other  material;  covers  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material; 
and  sweeps  streets  surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to 
reduce  particulate  emissions.  Developers  would  require  the  contractor  to  maintain  and 
operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and 
other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not 
in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance 
programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 

Provisions  contained  in  Section  163  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  requiring  the  project  to 
institute  a  transportation  management  program  and  provide  on-site  transportation 
brokerage  services,  also  would  reduce  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project. 


F.  SEISMICITY 


APPLICABLE  SECOND  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 

•  Buildings  would  be  designed  in  conformance  with  the  current  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  (Chapter  23,  Sections  2312(a)  to  (j)),  to  withstand  damage  resulting  from  the 
ground  motions  that  might  occur  during  the  maximum  probable  earthquake.  For  buildings 
that  are  six  stories  and  higher,  the  anticipated  interaction  between  the  site  and  the 
structural  frame  during  a  major  earthquake  must  be  considered  in  the  design.  The  San 
Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requires  that  building  designs  meet  these  criteria. 

•  To  ensure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed  soils 
engineer  would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare  recommendations  based  on 
current  soils  engineering  practice  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.  All  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the 
soils  engineer's  recommendations. 
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•      All  buildings  would  be  designed  and  positioned  in  conformity  with  the  policies  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  Safety  Plan.  Highrise  buildings  would  be  designed  or  positioned  to 
minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and  glass  onto  sidewalks,  streets  or  other  areas  where  people 
are  likely  to  gather.  New  office  towers  would  be  set  back  from  the  street  above  the  second 
story  of  the  structure. 


MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  information  to  developers,  building  owners, 
and  tenants  regarding  measures  that  should  be  taken  to  reduce  non-structural  earthquake 
hazards.  This  would  include  information  regarding  the  bracing  or  reinforcement  of 
nonstructural  features  in  residential  and  non-residential  structures  to  prevent  casualties  and 
property  damage.  The  items  that  should  be  evaluated  include  computers;  heavy  ceiling 
fixtures  like  lights,  ducts,  diffusers,  and  pipes;  exterior  signs,  exterior  pre-cast  panels  or 
cladding;  emergency  power  generators;  elevators;  valuable  or  fragile  artwork;  water 
heaters;  natural  gas  pipes;  tall  file  cabinets;  tall  storage  racks,  bookcases,  and  shelving;  fire 
extinguishers  and  fire  sprinklers;  large  electrical  equipment,  especially  transformers; 
communications  systems;  and  water  tanks. 

•  In  conformance  with  the  City's  policy  to  encourage  the  preparation  of  neighborhood 
emergency  response  plans,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  and  coordinate  the 
preparation  of  a  comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  for  the  YBC  area.  The 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  could  consist  of  individual  plans  applicable  to 
each  building  or  complex  in  the  project  area,  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
owners  of  each  building  or  complex,  and  a  comprehensive  component,  prepared  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  which  would  coordinate  the  individual  emergency  response  plans. 
The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  should  review  the  neighborhood  comprehensive 
emergency  response  plan  periodically  and  integrate  it  into  emergency  response  planning 
for  San  Francisco.  The  neighborhood  emergency  response  plan  should  include  the 
following  components: 

employee  organization; 

employee  training; 

communications; 

equipment  and  supplies; 

procedures; 

command  post; 

building  survey; 

evacuation; 

medical; 

security;  and 

clean-up. 
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G.  HAZARDS 

MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

•  Prior  to  excavation  of  sites  within  SB-2,  or  EB-3,  a  site  investigation  would  be  conducted 
that  would  include  the  collection  of  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  for  analysis. 
Analytical  tests  would  focus  on  the  contaminants  suspected.  Results  of  the  site 
investigation  would  be  made  available  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
(DPH),  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  review  and  inspection.  Test  results  would 
be  evaluated  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  and  compared  with  hazardous  waste 
regulatory  guidelines  or  with  the  latest  site  cleanup  guidelines  of  DPH  or  the  State 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS). 

•  Prior  to  excavation  of  any  site  within  the  YBC  area,  a  magnetic  tank-locating  survey 
would  be  carried  out  to  ascertain  whether  any  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at 
the  site,  and  if  so,  their  locations.  If  USTs  were  determined  to  be  present,  DPH  would  be 
consulted  to  determine  whether  they  should  be  removed  or  left  in  place  (as  required  by 
law). 

•  Any  hazardous  wastes  found  to  exceed  regulatory  guidelines  or  pose  a  threat  to  the 
environment  would  be  remediated  in  accordance  with  applicable  law,  and  all  other  site 
work  in  the  contaminated  area  would  be  halted  until  remediation  is  complete. 

•  If  hazardous  wastes  are  encountered  during  excavation  for  any  YBC  site,  from  the  time 
that  the  current  pavement  covering  the  site  is  taken  up  until  the  time  that  all  remedial 
activities  have  been  completed,  site  access  would  be  restricted  to  necessary  personnel. 
This  would  serve  to  prevent  impacts  associated  with  accidental  public  access  to  the  site. 

•  If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  site  mitigation  plan  would 
include  a  dust  control  program  to  minimize  potential  public  health  impacts  associated  with 
exposure  to  contaminated  soil  dust. 
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If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  developer  would  employ  a 
licensed  broker  or  registered  hazardous  waste  treatment  engineer  to  handle  its  waste 
disposal  needs.  Use  of  brokers  or  registered  engineers  would  promote  economical 
application  of  latest  and  best  methods  for  waste  handling  of  contaminated  soils,  such  as 
recycling,  reuse,  waste  minimization,  or  treatment  or  destruction  of  non-reusable  waste 
using  newly  developing  technologies. 


H.  WATER 


MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

•  If  subsidence  occurs  during  well  water  production,  an  alternative  water  source  for 
irrigation  and  water  features  would  be  provided  and  groundwater  recharge  would  be 
initiated  to  halt  subsidence. 

•  The  water  quality  would  be  investigated  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and  monitored 
periodically  during  project  operation  (and  remediated  if  any  violations  of  standards  occur) 
in  compliance  with  the  policies  and  regulations  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Department  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

•  Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the 
amount  and  rate  of  water  required  for  irrigation  and  water  features  can  be  supplied  by 
groundwater.  If  the  results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source,  municipal  water 
would  have  to  be  obtained. 

•  Water  requirements  for  irrigation  would  be  reduced  by  landscaping  with  drought-tolerant 
vegetation,  installing  drip  irrigation  systems  and  soil  moisture  sensing  devices,  using 
mulch  in  landscaped  areas  and  installing  basins  around  trees  to  retain  water. 
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VID.  ALTERNATIVES 


As  described  in  Chapter  I.C.,  pp.  7-10,  previous  environmental  documentation  prepared  for  YBC 
analyzed  several  alternatives  and  variants  for  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.  They  covered  a 
wide  range  of  uses,  densities  and  impacts.  The  YBC  FEIR  resulted  in  the  November  1977 
Tentative  Proposal  that  formed  the  basis  for  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  other  alternatives  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  were  rejected  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  infeasible. 


The  YBC  FEIR  discussed  four  alternatives  that  were  selected  to  present  a  range  of  potential 
development  alternatives  from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high  density.  These 
alternatives  were  as  follows: 

•  Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  then  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  and  included  a 
hotel  and  apparel  mart  on  CB-2,  a  convention  center  and  about  6.0  million  square  feet  of 
office  space. 

•  Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  YBC 
and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  CB-2,  a  convention  center,  a 
recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2,  and  about  three  million  square  feet  of  office  space. 

•  Alternative  C  was  derived  from  various  public  comments  in  the  earlier  environmental 
documentation  and  included  a  two-block  park  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  surrounded  by  housing, 
2.7  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  and  no  convention  center. 

•  Alternative  D  was  the  "no-action"  alternative  and  was  based  on  revocation  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  subsequent  private  development  in  compliance  with  existing 
zoning.  This  resulted  in  office  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1,  6.0  million  square  feet  of 
"Downtown  Support"  uses  on  CB-2  and  CB-3,  and  4.5  million  square  feet  of  office  space. 
It  included  no  convention  center. 


The  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  was  prepared  to  analyze  certain  development  concepts  for  CB- 1 
(a  2,200-room  hotel,  500  market-rate  dwelling  units,  and  the  acquisition  and  development  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  building  site)  and  construction  of  a  private  high  school 
on  SB-4.  These  development  concepts  were  not  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 


The  environmental  analysis  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  was  based  on  a  Main  Program 
and  four  variants  to  the  Main  Program  for  the  entire  Redevelopment  Area.  These  variants  are 
described  as  follows: 

Variant  A  was  based  on  reduced  housing  and  increased  office  and  retail  use  on  CB-1. 
Variant  B  was  based  on  no  housing  on  CB-1. 
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Variant  C  was  based  on  housing  on  CB-2. 

Variant  D  was  based  on  increased  housing  and  reduced  office  for  EB-2. 
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VIII.  Alternatives 
A.  No-Development 

The  Main  Program  and  portions  of  the  variants  were  used  to  develop  the  YBG  DDA  that 
currently  exists  for  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3  and  for  the  Griffin/Related  LDA  that  currently  exists  for 
EB-1. 

Although  development  in  much  of  the  Redevelopment  Area  is  subject  to  existing  development 
agreements  and  can  proceed,  a  No-Development  Alternative  is  included  in  this  Subsequent  EIR 
that  "freezes"  development  at  Setting  levels  to  provide  a  realistic  low  density  alternative.  The 
second  alternative  analyzed  is  the  No-Project  Alternative,  which  is  identical  to  the  DD A/Existing 
Main  Program  and  assumes  buildout  under  the  existing  YBG  DDA  and  Griffin/Related  LDA 
would  occur.  Alternative  1  assumes  land  use  changes  including  increased  office  space  and 
reduced  housing  on  the  southern  blocks  of  YBC. 

A.  NO-DEVELOPMENT 

DESCRIPTION 

The  No-Development  Alternative  is  equivalent  to  the  Existing  Setting  detailed  in  Tables  2  and 
17,  pp.  32-35  and  146-148,  respectively,  and  described  in  Chapter  V.  That  is,  the  No- 
Development  Alternative  would  result  in  no  new  development  beyond  the  land  uses  that 
currently  exist  within  YBC.  This  alternative  would  be  governed  by  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as 
it  now  exists,  without  amendments  to  the  Standards  for  Development  and  Land  Use  Designation 
sections  currently  proposed  under  the  project.  Table  17  presents  in  column  format  and  by  block 
the  land  uses  in  YBC  associated  with  the  No-Development  Alternative  (Existing  Setting),  the 
No-Project  Alternative  (DDA/Existing  Main  Program),  the  Project  (Revised  Main  Program),  and 
Alternative  1.  The  potential  impacts  resulting  from  this  alternative  are  discussed  below. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  No-Development  Alternative  have  been  analyzed  previously  in 

•  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  26  to  3 1  and  throughout  Section  VI,  "Environmental 

•  Impacts,"  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study.  The  analyses 
provided  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion 
Initial  Study  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  A  summary  of  the  effects  of  the 
No-Project  Alternative  for  those  issue  areas  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  presented  below. 
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VIII.  Alternatives 
A.  No-Development 


a.  Land  Use  and  Planning  Context 


The  No-Development  Alternative  (see  the  first  column  in  Table  17)  would  result  in  no  new 
development  occurring  within  YBC.  None  of  the  developments  not  already  built  that  are 
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covered  in  the  previously  approved  DDAs,  LDAs,  or  OP  As  would  occur.  The  number  of  hotel 
rooms,  the  number  of  residential  units,  the  number  of  private  and  public  parking  spaces,  and  the 
amount  of  square  feet  of  developed  space  in  YBC  would  be  the  same  as  that  which  currently 
exists.  In  comparison  with  the  Revised  Main  Program,  the  No-Development  Alternative  would 
not  result  in  the  net  increases  in  office  space  (333,400  square  feet),  hotel  rooms  (70  rooms), 
retail/commercial  space  (32,000  square  feet),  market-rate  and  subsidized  housing  units  (580  and 
30  units,  respectively),  cultural  space  (100,000  square  feet),  and  private  and  public  parking 
(approximately  700  and  300  parking  spaces,  respectively),  and  would  not  result  in  the  net 
decreases  in  light  industrial  uses  (90,400  square  feet),  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space 
(5 1,400  square  feet),  and  open  space  (27,000  square  feet)  that  would  occur  under  the  proposed 
project  in  addition  to  development  of  uses  to  occur  under  the  No-Project  Alternative.  The 
gardens  proposed  for  CB-2  would  not  be  built  and  landscaped. 

The  No-Development  Alternative  would  not  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  bring  the 
planning  process  and  the  land  use  designations  for  YBC  into  congruence  with  existing 
Department  of  City  Planning  zoning  and  planning  processes  for  the  areas  surrounding  YBC. 

b.  Population  and  Housing 

No  increase  in  the  population  of  YBC  would  occur  under  the  No-Development  Alternative.  The 
total  number  of  housing  units  within  YBC  would  remain  at  1,592  (643  of  which  are  market-rate 
units  and  949  of  which  are  subsidized  units).  There  would  be  910  housing  units  fewer  than 
would  be  produced  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  (880  market-rate  and  30  subsidized). 
Under  the  No-Development  Alternative,  the  beneficial  impact  of  introducing  additional 
residential  units  into  the  downtown  area  would  be  lessened,  which  could  result  in  increasing 
commute  distance  to  work,  and  decreasing  the  number  of  residents  who  walk  or  take  transit  to 
work  although  not  in  substantial  numbers  in  relation  to  the  overall  cumulative  commute.  Fewer 
downtown  housing  units  would  detract  from  the  vitality  and  diversity  of  the  area  by  decreasing 
the  residential  population  during  non-work  hours,  relative  to  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

Under  the  No-Development  Alternative,  no  additional  jobs  would  be  created.  This  would  result 
in  no  additional  demand  for  housing  units  in  San  Francisco. 

c.  Economics 

No  new  construction  jobs  would  occur  under  this  alternative.  In  addition,  the  existing  number  of 
jobs  in  YBC  would  remain  at  15,500. 
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Impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and  parking 
demand  would  occur  under  this  alternative  only  due  to  development  outside  YBC.  Peak-period 
travel  demand  would  be  about  42  percent  less  than  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Impacts 
caused  by  increased  truck  deliveries  and  construction  within  YBC  would  not  occur.  Flow 
regimens  for  p.m.  peak  hour  pedestrian  circulation  on  local  sidewalks  and  levels  of  service  for 
local  intersections  would  be  expected  to  change  as  a  result  of  development  outside  YBC. 

No  change  in  the  number  of  parking  spaces  in  YBC  would  occur.  There  would  be  about  1,560 
fewer  private  parking  spaces  and  550  more  public  parking  spaces  than  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program. 

Under  this  alternative,  no  new  loading  docks  would  be  required.  In  addition,  no  construction- 
related  impacts  to  circulation  would  occur. 

e.  Air  Quality 

Since  no  new  development  would  occur,  no  change  in  air  quality  would  occur  due  to  this 
alternative.  Table  14,  p.  128,  presents  the  existing  air  quality  in  YBC. 

f .  Seismicity 

Though  seismic  hazards  would  remain  the  same  under  the  No-Development  Alternative,  the 
population  that  would  be  exposed  to  these  hazards  would  be  less  than  under  the  Revised  Main 
Program.  There  would  be  about  1,800  fewer  residents  and  about  9,600  fewer  employees  than  at 
buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  In  addition,  there  would  be  fewer  visitors  to  YBC  under 
the  No-Development  Alternative  due  to  less  cultural  space  and  hotel  rooms  proposed  than  under 
the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would 
be  less  both  for  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours  and  an  earthquake  that 
occurred  during  daytime  hours. 

g.  Hazards 

There  is  a  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  to  exist  within  YBC.  The  effects  of  this  condition 
would  be  the  same  under  the  No-Development  Alternative  as  the  Revised  Main  Program.  As 
with  seismic  impacts,  the  population  that  might  be  exposed  to  potential  hazardous  wastes 
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discovered  during  excavation  for  building  construction  would  be  less  under  the  No-Development 
Alternative  than  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  There  would  be  no  construction  employment 
generated  by  the  No-Development  Alternative,  as  well  as  smaller  residential  and  working 
populations. 

h.  Water 

With  no  development  of  the  open  space  on  the  central  blocks,  no  demand  on  groundwater 
resources  for  landscaping  irrigation  would  occur. 

B.  NO-PROTECT 

DESCRIPTION 

The  No-Project  Alternative  is  equivalent  to  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  detailed  in  Tables 
2  and  17,  pp.  32-35  and  146-148,  respectively.  That  is,  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  be  all 
development  that  is  currently  approved  under  the  DDA  with  the  YBG  developer  as  currently 
amended,  or  that  is  likely  to  occur  by  2000  elsewhere  in  YBC.  This  other  potential  development 
would  be  governed  by  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  it  now  exists,  without  amendments  to  the 
Standards  for  Development  and  Land  Use  Designation  sections  currently  proposed  under  the 
project.  Table  17  presents  the  incremental  difference  between  potential  development  under  the 
No-Project  Alternative  and  the  No-Development  Alternative  (Existing  Setting)  in  the  fifth  land 
use  column  and  the  difference  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  No-Project 
Alternative  in  the  seventh  column.  Blocks  covered  by  the  YBG,  as  it  is  currently  amended,  are 
CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3  and  EB-2.  All  changes  in  land  use  on  these  blocks  from  the  No- 
Development  Alternative  to  the  No-Project  Alternative  are  attributable  to  development  approved 
under  the  DDA.  There  are  only  two  other  blocks  within  YBC  where  it  is  likely  that  further 
development  could  occur  by  2000:  EB-1,  which  is  covered  by  the  Griffin/Related  LDA,  and 
SB-4.  Specific  changes  in  land  use  from  the  No-Development  Alternative  (Existing  Setting)  to 
the  No-Project  Alternative  and  their  potential  impacts  are  discussed  below. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  No-Project  Alternative  have  been  analyzed  previously  in  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study. 
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A  summary  of  the  effects  of  the  No-Project  Alternative  for  those  issue  areas  analyzed  in  this 
Subsequent  EIR  is  presented  below. 

a.  Land  Use  and  Planning  Context 

The  fifth  land  use  column  of  Table  17  represents  the  change  from  the  Setting  to  the  No-Project 
Alternative  while  the  sixth  column  represents  the  change  from  the  No-Project  Alternative  to  the 
Revised  Main  Program  (Project).  Buildout  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  include 
completion  of  development  allowed  under  the  existing  DDA  with  the  YBG  developer  for  a  total 
net  increase  of  1,706,790  square  feet  of  office  space,  21 1,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial, 
300  market-rate  housing  units,  330,000  square  feet  of  cultural  uses,  200,000  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  (A/R/E)  uses,  440,000  square  feet  of  open  space, 
10,000  square  feet  of  child-care,  60,000  square  feet  of  athletic  club  space,  and  about  860  private 
parking  spaces,  and  with  a  loss  of  75  temporary  construction  parking  spaces  on  CB-1,  CB-2, 
CB3  and  EB-2;  completion  of  development  allowed  under  the  Griffin/Related  LDA  for  an 
increase  of  about  492,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and  a  loss  of  about  40  private  parking 
spaces  on  EB-1 ;  and  development  of  27,550  square  feet  of  light  industrial  uses  that  is  expected 
to  occur  on  SB-4  by  2000.  In  comparison  with  the  Revised  Main  Program,  the  No-Project 
Alternative  would  not  result  in  the  net  increases  in  office  space  (333,400  less  square  feet),  hotel 
rooms  (70  fewer  rooms),  retail/commercial  space  (32,000  less  square  feet),  market-rate  and 
subsidized  housing  units  (580  and  30  fewer  units,  respectively),  cultural  space  (100,000  less 
square  feet),  and  private  and  public  parking  (approximately  700  and  300  fewer  parking  spaces, 
respectively),  and  would  not  result  in  the  net  decreases  in  light  industrial  uses  (90,400  additional 
square  feet),  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space  (51,400  additional  square  feet),  and 
open  space  (27,000  additional  square  feet)  compared  to  the  Revision  Main  Program. 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  not  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  bring  the  planning 
process  and  the  land  use  designations  for  YBC  into  congruence  with  relevant  sections  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan.  Many  of  the  proposed 
amendments  could  reduce  potential  impacts  of  development  or  result  in  beneficial  effects  under 
the  proposed  project  The  proposed  amendments  include  measures  that  would  moderate  the 
scale  of  development  in  YBC  by  reducing  base  floor  area  ratios  (FAR)  and  restricting  building 
heights  and  bulk;  require  construction  of  housing  units  in  conjunction  with  the  development  of 
non-residential  uses  in  the  proposed  YBC  RSD  District;  require  the  provision  of  open  space  as 
part  of  office,  retail  and  manufacturing/light  industrial  development  projects;  increase  the 
required  number  of  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  spaces  for  new  development  projects; 
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establish  requirements  for  controlling  ground-level  wind  speeds  and  for  ensuring  direct  sunlight 
access  that  would  increase  user  comfort  in  public  open  spaces;  and  reqinre  development  projects 
to  provide  services  that  would  benefit  project  occupants  and  the  public,  including  child-care, 
transportation  management  programs,  job  placement  and  training  programs,  and  public  display 
of  artworks  (see  pp.  18-26).  These  provisions  and  requirements  of  the  proposed  amendments  to 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  not  occur  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  and  thus  would  not 
lessen  the  potential  impacts  of  future  development  in  YBC. 

b.  Population  and  Housing 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  increase  the  population  of  YBC  by  about  600  people  over  the 
setting  population,  approximately  1,200  fewer  than  the  1,800  additional  persons  anticipated 
under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Housing  units  within  YBC  under  the  No-Project  Alternative 
would  total  about  1,890,  including  about  940  market-rate  units  and  about  950  subsidized  units. 
The  buildout  of  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  add  300  new  market-rate  units  on  EB-2  (no 
subsidized  units  would  be  added  under  the  No-Project  Alternative).  There  would  be  about 
610  housing  units  fewer  than  would  be  produced  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  (580  market- 
rate  and  30  subsidized).  Under  the  No-Project  Alternative,  the  beneficial  impact  of  introducing 
additional  residential  units  into  the  downtown  area  would  be  lessened,  which  could  result  in 
increasing  commute  distance  to  work,  decreasing  the  number  of  residents  who  walk  or  take 
transit  to  work,  although  by  a  relatively  small  amount  in  relation  to  the  cumulative  commute. 
The  smaller  number  of  dwelling  units  would  detract  from  the  vitality  and  diversity  of  the  area  by 
decreasing  the  residential  population  during  non-work  hours,  relative  to  the  Revised  Main 
Program. 

Under  the  No-Project  Alternative,  the  8,300  additional  jobs  anticipated  would  result  in  a  demand 
for  about  1 ,290  additional  housing  units  in  San  Francisco.  About  300  units  would  be  provided  in 
YBC,  resulting  in  a  deficit  of  about  990  units. 

c.  Economics 

Buildout  of  YBC  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  provide  5,250  construction  jobs,  about 
310  fewer  full-time  equivalent  construction  jobs  than  would  the  project. 
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At  buildout,  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  result  in  approximately  21,800  jobs,  about  1,320 
fewer  jobs  than  would  result  under  the  proposed  project  and  about  8,300  more  than  existing 
employment. 

d.  Transportation 

Impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and  parking 
demand,  and  impacts  caused  by  increased  truck  deliveries  and  construction  would  all  be  less 
under  the  No-Project  Alternative  than  under  buildout  of  the  proposed  project.  On  the  basis  of 
the  total  number  of  trips,  peak-period  travel  demand  would  be  about  ten  percent  less  than  with 
the  project.  Flow  regimens  for  p.m.  peak  hour  pedestrian  circulation  would  be  the  same  as 
under  the  project  for  the  year  2000.  Levels  of  service  for  local  intersections  would  be  the  same 
under  the  No-Project  Alternative,  with  the  pre -quake  street  network,  as  those  projected  under 
project  buildout  for  the  year  2000  except  at  Third  and  Market  Streets,  where  the  service  level 
would  be  one-half  grade  better  (LOS  E/F  instead  of  LOS  F)  (see  Table  13,  p.  1 13).  Under  the 
current  street  network  (described  on  pp.  112-114),  levels  of  service  would  be  the  same  under  the 
No-Project  Alternative  as  those  projected  under  project  buildout,  except  at  three  intersections, 
where  the  service  level  would  be  one-half  grade  better  (i.e.,  Third  and  Market  Streets  (LOS  E/F 
instead  of  LOS  F);  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets  (LOS  C/D  instead  of  LOS  D))  and  at  Fourth  and 
Howard  Streets,  where  the  service  level  would  be  one  grade  better  (LOS  C  instead  of  LOS  D). 

There  would  be  about  700  fewer  private  parking  spaces  and  300  fewer  public  parking  spaces 
than  under  the  project.  This  would  tend  to  disperse  more  vehicles  over  a  larger  area  as  drivers 
would  need  to  find  parking  spaces  farther  from  the  project  area.  Fewer  vehicles  would  be 
expected  to  travel  through  YBC-specific  intersections.  This  decreased  supply  could  also  have 
the  effect  of  increasing  modal  shift  away  from  private  vehicles  because  of  the  sizable  deficit  in 
parking  supply  as  compared  to  parking  demand. 

Under  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  No-Project  Alternative  would  require  provision  of 
15  loading  docks  to  accommodate  the  added  office  and  retail/commercial  uses,  which  is  one  less 
than  required  of  the  project  because  of  the  overall  lower  level  of  development  under  the  No- 
Project  Alternative.  Fourteen  fewer  service  vehicle  stops  per  day  are  expected  under  the  No- 
Project  Alternative  than  under  the  project.  Construction-related  impacts  to  circulation  would  be 
similar  to  those  under  the  project. 
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Cumulative  transportation  conditions  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  are  discussed  on  pp.  116 
to  1 24.  The  transportation  analyses  of  the  Mission  Bay  EER  and  the  South  of  Market  Area  Plan 
EIR  address  various  regional  transportation  impacts  in  2000  with  buildout  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  Area  assumed  to  be  that  proposed  in  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  (i.e., 
the  No-Project  Alternative).  Readers  are  directed  to  pp.  116  to  124  for  this  discussion. 

e.  Air  Quality 

Under  the  No-Project  Alternative  (Existing  Main  Program),  air  quality  impacts  are  expected  to 
be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Emissions  and  consequent  air  quality  impacts  during 
peak-hour  travel  are  expected  to  be  slightly  less  than  the  project.  The  vehicle  trips  under  this 
alternative  would  contribute  to  continued  violations  of  ozone  and  PMjq  air  quality  standards  in 
the  Bay  Area,  as  would  the  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  project.  However,  transportation- 
related  emissions  associated  with  the  project  and  with  the  No-Project  Alternative  would 
contribute  less  than  0.1%  to  the  transportation-related  emission  inventory  for  San  Francisco  in 
the  analysis  year  2000,  which  is  below  the  one  percent  threshold  established  by  the  BAAQMD 
defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air  quality.  See  Tables  14  and  15,  pp.  128-129,  for  a 
synopsis  of  No-Project  Alternative  (DD A/Existing  Main  Program)  and  Revised  Main  Program 
air  quality  impacts. 

f.  Seismicity 

Though  seismic  hazards  would  remain  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  the  No-Project 
Alternative,  the  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  these  hazards  would  be  less  under  the  No- 
Project  Alternative.  At  buildout  of  the  No-Project  Alternative,  there  would  be  about  1,200  fewer 
residents  and  1,300  fewer  employees  than  at  buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  In  addition, 
there  would  probably  be  fewer  visitors  to  YBC  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  due  to  less 
cultural  space  and  fewer  hotel  rooms  proposed  than  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The 
population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would  be  less  both  for  an  earthquake 
that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours  and  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  daytime  hours. 

g.  Hazards 

There  is  a  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  to  exist  within  YBC.  The  effects  of  this  condition 
would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  the  No-Project  Alternative.  As  with  seismic 


155 


VIII.  Alternatives 
B.  No-Project 

impacts,  the  population  that  might  be  exposed  to  potential  hazardous  wastes  discovered  during 
excavation  for  building  construction  would  be  less  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  than  under 
the  proposed  project.  There  would  be  less  construction  employment  generated  by  the  No-Project 
Alternative,  as  well  as  smaller  residential  and  working  populations. 

h.  Water 

Since  the  amount  of  open  space  proposed  under  the  No-Project  Alternative  is  greater  than  that  of 
the  Revised  Main  Program,  it  is  likely  that  a  slightly  greater  demand  for  groundwater  for 
landscaping  irrigation  would  occur.  However,  there  is  sufficient  groundwater  to  accommodate 
the  increase  in  open  space;  thus,  this  impact  is  not  considered  to  be  significant. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  1 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  Alternative  1,  the  area  proposed  for  designation  as  a  Residential/Service  Mixed  Use 
District  in  the  southern  portion  of  YBC  under  the  proposed  project  (all  of  blocks  WB-3,  SB-1, 
SB-2,  and  SB-3)  would  be  designated  as  Service/Secondary  Office  District  instead,  allowing 
office  development  in  that  portion  of  YBC  rather  than  encouraging  additional  residential 
development  (see  Figure  4  for  proposed  project  land  use  districts).  The  height  and  bulk  district 
for  that  area  would  remain  as  proposed  under  the  project  (see  Figure  7).  The  other  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  would  cover  all  parcels  not  excluded  (see  Figure 
•    5,  p.  21),  would  still  occur  under  this  alternative.  Changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG 
under  this  alternative  would  allow  development  of  52,000  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and 
48,000  square  feet  of  open  space  on  CB-2  in  exchange  for  43,000  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses;  development  of  1 1,000  square  feet  of 
amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and  44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  in 
exchange  for  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space;  and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of  office 
space,  10,000  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in 
exchange  for  300,000  square  feet  of  cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco 
•  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and  20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  Alternative  1  would  allow 
development  of  75  market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed 
under  the  project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

a.  Land  Use  and  Planning  Context 

The  righthand  column  of  Table  17  represents  the  change  from  Alternative  1  (Buildout  of  Office 
rather  than  Residential  Uses)  to  the  Revised  Main  Program  (Project).  Under  Alternative  1  many 
of  the  changes  proposed  under  the  project  development  scenario  and  their  associated  impacts 
would  occur.  Generally,  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of  office  uses  in  an  area  that, 
under  the  proposed  project,  would  be  designated  to  encourage  residential  development.  Proposed 
amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  that  would  ameliorate  conditions  in  the  downtown  area 
would  occur  under  this  alternative.  In  the  YBC  C-3  Districts  (Downtown  Office  (Special 
District),  Downtown  Retail,  and  Downtown  Support),  the  impacts  of  the  amendments  would  be 
the  same  as  those  anticipated  under  the  proposed  project.  However,  the  provisions  of  the 
proposed  project  that  would  generally  encourage  residential  uses  within  the  YBC  RSD  District, 
and  that  would  mandate  the  construction  of  housing  in  conjunction  with  the  development  of  non- 
residential uses  in  particular,  would  be  eliminated.  In  Alternative  1 ,  the  proposed  YBC  RSD 
District  would  be  replaced  by  the  YBC  SSO  District,  within  which  small-scale  professional 
offices  and  offices  for  clerical  and  sales  workers,  home  and  business  services,  arts  activities,  and 
small-scale  light  industrial  uses  would  be  accommodated.  Residences  and  group  housing  would 
be  permitted  with  discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  within  the 
YBC  SSO  District. 

b.  Population  and  Housing 

Several  of  the  areas  designated  for  residential  use  under  the  proposed  project  are  assumed  to  be 
developed  instead  with  office  uses,  which  represent  the  type  of  use  with  the  greatest  potential 
impact  of  those  uses  allowed  under  the  proposed  land  use  designations.  Alternative  1  would 
increase  the  population  of  YBC  by  about  585  people,  1,110  fewer  than  the  1,795  additional 
people  anticipated  under  the  Revised  Main  Program  or  15  fewer  than  the  600  additional  people 
anticipated  under  the  No-Project  Alternative.  Alternative  1  would  result  in  a  total  of  about 
275  new  market-rate  units  beyond  the  existing  setting  (25  fewer  than  currently  allowed  under  the 
DD A/Existing  Main  Program  (No-Project))  and  about  605  fewer  market-rate  units  than  are 
proposed  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Alternative  1  would  provide  30  new  subsidized 
units  (same  as  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  30  more  units  than  would  occur  under  the 
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No-Project  Alternative).  Under  Alternative  1,  a  total  of  about  920  market-rate  units  and  980 
subsidized  units  would  be  developed  at  buildout  in  YBC  (see  Table  17). 

The  3,560  additional  employees  under  Alternative  1  would  generate  a  need  for  about  555  more 
housing  units  in  San  Francisco  than  would  the  project  (for  a  total  demand  of  about  2,045  units); 
605  fewer  units  would  be  provided.  This  would  increase  the  deficit  under  buildout  of  the  No- 
Project  Alternative  to  about  1 ,740  units,  compared  to  a  deficit  from  existing  conditions  of  about 
585  units  for  the  project. 

c.  Economics 

Alternative  1  would  generate  the  need  for  approximately  6,040  temporary  person-years  of 
construction  employment  due  to  development  construction  needs,  representing  an  additional 
480  construction  workers  than  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  790  more  than  the  No-Project 
Alternative. 

At  buildout,  Alternative  1  would  result  in  about  26,680  total  jobs,  which  is  approximately  4,880 
more  jobs  than  were  proposed  under  the  Existing  Main  Program  and  about  3,560  more  jobs  than 
are  proposed  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Approximately  88  percent  of  the  employment 
would  be  office  jobs,  6  percent  would  be  hotel  work,  2  percent  would  be  in  the  retail/commercial 
sector  and  the  remaining  4  percent  would  be  primarily  cultural,  recreational  or  institutional  jobs. 

d.  Transportation 

Impacts  to  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  systems,  local  intersection  levels  of  service,  and  parking 
demand,  and  impacts  caused  by  increased  truck  deliveries  and  construction  would  all  be  greater 
under  Alternative  1  than  under  buildout  of  the  proposed  project.  Peak-period  travel  demand 
would  be  ten  percent  greater  under  this  alternative  than  with  the  project.  However,  actual 
impacts  on  traffic  flows  and  intersection  service  levels  would  be  somewhat  greater  than  a  10 
percent  increase  in  total  travel  demand  would  indicate  because  outbound  trips  (in  the  peak 
commute  direction)  would  be  15  percent  higher  than  with  the  project;  inbound  trips  would  be 
about  30  percent  lower  than  with  the  project. 
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There  would  be  about  865  more  private  parking  spaces,  and  125  fewer  public  parking  spaces, 
than  under  the  project.  This  would  tend  to  concentrate  more  vehicle  trips  through  YBC-specific 
intersections  rather  than  dispersing  them  over  a  larger  area.  The  approximate  810  additional 
private  parking  spaces  on  SB-3  under  Alternative  1  would  generate  more  trips  on  Third  Street 
through  Howard,  Mission  and  Market  Streets,  which  would  affect  levels  of  service  at  these 
intersections  more  adversely  than  would  the  project;  LOS  F  conditions  at  these  intersections 
would  occur  for  longer  than  the  peak  hour,  and  LOS  E  conditions  under  project  buildout  would 
be  LOS  F  under  this  alternative.  This  increased  supply  could  also  have  a  dampening  effect  on 
modal  shift  away  from  private  vehicles,  although  there  still  would  be  a  deficit  in  parking  supply 
as  compared  to  parking  demand. 

Flow  regimens  for  p.m.  peak  hour  pedestrian  circulation  would  be  more  congested  than  under 
the  project  for  the  year  2000.  Under  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan,  Alternative  1  would 
require  provision  of  24  loading  docks  to  accommodate  the  added  office  and  retail/commercial 
uses,  which  is  eight  more  than  required  of  the  project  because  of  the  overall  higher  level  of 
development  under  Alternative  1.  Approximately  190  greater  service  vehicle  stops  per  day  are 
expected  under  Alternative  1  than  under  the  project.  Construction-related  impacts  to  circulation 
would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  project. 

The  cumulative  transportation  impacts  associated  with  this  project  would  be  slightly  greater  than 
those  described  for  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program. 

e.  Air  Quality 

Under  Alternative  1,  air  quality  impacts  are  expected  to  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  Emissions  and  consequent  air  quality  impacts  during  peak-hour  travel  are  expected  to 
be  approximately  ten  percent  greater  than  with  the  project.  The  vehicle  trips  under  this 
alternative  would  contribute  to  continued  violations  of  ozone  and  PM  j  q  air  quality  standards  in 
the  Bay  Area,  as  would  the  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  project.  However,  transportation- 
related  emissions  associated  with  the  project  and  with  Alternative  1  would 
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contribute  less  than  0. 1  %  to  the  transportation-related  emission  inventory  for  San  Francisco  in 
the  analysis  year  2000,  which  is  below  the  one  percent  threshold  established  by  the  BAAQMD 
defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air  quality. 

f .  Seismicity 

Seismic  hazards  would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  1.  There  would 
be  about  1 ,200  fewer  residents  and  3,560  more  employees  under  buildout  of  Alternative  1  versus 
buildout  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  In  addition,  there  would  probably  be  fewer  visitors  to 
YBC  under  Alternative  1  due  to  less  cultural  space  and  hotel  rooms  proposed  than  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program.  The  population  that  would  be  exposed  to  earthquake  hazards  would  be 
less  for  an  earthquake  that  occurred  during  nighttime  hours  and  greater  for  an  earthquake  that 
occurred  during  daytime  hours. 

g.  Hazards 

There  is  a  potential  for  hazardous  wastes  to  exist  within  YBC.  The  effects  of  this  condition 
would  be  the  same  under  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  1 .  As  with  seismic  impacts,  the 
population  that  might  be  exposed  to  potential  hazardous  wastes  discovered  during  excavation  for 
building  construction  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  1  than  under  the  proposed  project. 
There  would  be  more  construction  employment  generated  by  Alternative  1,  as  well  as  a  larger 
working  population,  though  the  residential  population  would  be  smaller. 

h.  Water 

Since  the  amount  of  open  space  proposed  under  Alternative  1  is  greater  than  that  under  the 
Revised  Main  Program,  it  is  likely  that  a  slightly  greater  demand  for  groundwater  for 
landscaping  irrigation  would  occur.  However,  there  is  sufficient  groundwater  to  accommodate 
the  increase  in  open  space;  thus,  this  impact  is  not  considered  to  be  significant. 
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IX.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT  AND  SECONDARY  EFFECTS 


The  growth  inducing  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  generally  be  the  same  as 
those  described  for  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The 
Revised  Main  Program  would  attract  more  workers  residing  outside  San  Francisco  than 
envisioned  under  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program  and  would  increase  the  residential  population 
to  a  greater  extent  than  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program.  The  inclusion  of  cultural  and 
entertainment  facilities  would  enhance  the  importance  and  function  of  YBC  as  a  regional 
cultural  center.  Office,  retail,  and  downtown  support  uses  would  require  transportation  and 
other  public  services  in  YBC.  As  with  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program,  spending  by  YBC 
employees  and  residents  would  increase  local  and  regional  economic  activity. 

Development  in  YBC  would  continue  to  encourage  development  throughout  the  South-of- 
Market  district.  It  is  likely  that  the  conversion  of  existing  commercial  establishments  to 
businesses  geared  to  serve  the  new  employees  and  residents  of  YBC  would  continue  in  the 
South-of-Market  district.  In  addition,  it  is  likely  that  additional  land  use  changes  in  the  South- 
of-Market  district  would  occur  as  a  partial  result  of  development  in  YBC. 

As  with  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  development,  if  office  space  is  built  in  YBC,  it  would  result 
in  the  cumulative  development  of  less  office  space  elsewhere  in  downtown  San  Francisco  over 
the  next  ten  to  fifteen  years.  Since  office  space  developed  in  YBC  is  not  subject  to  Proposition 
M,  which  (among  other  things)  limits  the  amount  of  office  approvals  to  475,000  square  feet 
annually,  but  new  office  space  in  YBC  applies  toward  the  annual  limit  of  475,000  square  feet, 
the  amount  of  office  space  that  could  be  developed  elsewhere  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would 
be  reduced  according  the  amount  approved  in  YBC. 
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X.  STATUTORY  SECTIONS 


A.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROTECT 

In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and 
with  Sections  15040,  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this 
chapter  is  to  identify  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by 
mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures 
that  could  be  implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  VII,  Mitigation  Measures. 

The  findings  of  significant  impacts  are  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  their  certifiction  process  for  the  EIR.  This 
chapter  in  the  Final  EER  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
City  Planning  Commission  findings. 

Cumulative  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment  in  that  it  would  generate  cumulative  traffic  increases  as  well  as  cumulative 
passenger  loadings  on  MUNI,  BART,  and  other  regional  transit  carriers.  These  cumulative 
transportation  impacts  in  conjunction  with  cumulative  construction  impacts  could  cause 
violations  of  the  fine  particulate  matter  standards  (PMiq)  in  San  Francisco  with  concomitant 
health  effects.  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  these  cumulative  effects. 

The  project  (if  occupied)  would  increase  the  daytime  population  on  the  site  above  existing 
conditions,  that  would  be  subject  to  substantial  danger  during  a  major  earthquake.  Although  the 
new  buildings  would  meet  the  most  current  building  and  seismic  engineering  requirements  of  the 
San  Francisco  Building  Code,  greater  concentrations  of  people  would  be  susceptible  to  injury. 
Such  population  also  would  contribute  to  congestion  which,  along  with  the  debris  in  the  streets, 
would  impede  the  access  of  emergency  services  responding  to  fire  and  other  earthquake-related 
emergencies. 

B.  SIGNIFICANT  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 

Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  approval  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG 
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X.  Statutory  Sections 


would  generally  not  differ  from  those  changes  identified  in  Section  X  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  "Irreversible  Environmental  Changes,"  p.  226,  which  is  incorporated  by  reference 
into  this  document.  For  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program,  these  irreversible 
changes  include  the  following:  the  commitment  of  YBC  to  urban  uses;  the  conversion  of  the 
area  into  a  daytime  and  nighttime  activity  center;  and  the  consumption  of  nonrenewable 
resources,  such  as  energy  and  materials  used  in  the  construction  process. 

C.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  THE 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

The  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  would  include  the  effects  associated  with  construction  of 
projects  envisioned  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  long-term  effects  on  productivity 
would  include  those  impacts  associated  with  operations  following  development  of  the  uses 
envisioned  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  long-term  effects  include  a  commitment  by 
the  City  to  provide  necessary  services  within  YBC,  the  reinforcement  of  the  existing  downtown 
San  Francisco  activity  center,  and  the  redevelopment  of  parcels  within  YBC.  In  addition,  the 
Revised  Main  Program  would  continue  to  make  YBC  the  focus  of  cultural  and  visitor-serving 
activities  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

D.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

Potential  environmental  effects  of  the  project  that  were  determined  to  be  insignificant  in  the 
Notice  of  Preparation/Initial  Study  are: 

•  Visual  Quality; 

•  Shadows; 
Wind; 

•  Noise; 

•  Utilities/Public  Services; 

•  Biology; 

•  Hydrology; 

•  Geology; 

•  Energy;  and 

•  Cultural. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DSEIR)  prepared  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  project,  and 
responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  are  staff-initiated  text  changes. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  DSEIR  joint  public  hearing  before  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January  23,  1992,  and  all  written 
comments  received  during  the  DSEIR  public  review  period  from  December  12,  1991  to  February 
17,  1992,  are  presented  herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive 
materia]  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topics  corresponding 
to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  DSEIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of 
responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the 
subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to 
more  than  one  group  of  comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject. 
Where  this  occurs,  cross  references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to 
provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Text  changes 
resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be  incorporated  into  the  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the 
responses. 
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B.  LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments,  January 
23,  1992) 

Elizabeth  Boardman,  Executive  Director,  North  and  South  of  Market  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23, 1992) 

John  Elberling,  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth  (written  comments,  February  5,  1992) 

John  Elberling,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (written  comments,  January  15, 
1992,  February  5,  1992,  and  February  12,  1992) 

John  Elberling,  The  Yerba  Buena  Consortium  (written  comments,  February  14,  1992) 

Jane  Kensler,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (public  hearing  comments,  January 
23,  1992) 

Philip  Klasky,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (written  comments,  January  23, 
1992) 

Stephen  Oliva,  Environmental  Program  Coordinator,  Department  of  Conservation  (written 
comments,  January  21,  1992) 

Vivian  Fei  Tsen,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23,  1992) 

Calvin  Welch,  Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23,  1992) 
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C.  STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES  AND  ERRATA 


This  chapter  provides  the  staff-initiated  text  changes  to  the  Draft  Subsequent  EIR  (DSEIR). 
These  changes  are  generally  in  two  categories:  first,  changes  are  made  to  reflect  the  change  in 
the  relationship  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York,  and  second,  changes 
are  made  to  clarify  of  the  DSEIR  text  regarding  incorporating  other  environmental  documents. 

CHANGE  IN  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  AND 
OLYMPIA  &  YORK 

Since  the  DSEIR  was  published  on  December  12,  1991,  the  change  in  the  relationship  between 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  has  indicated  that  several 
revisions  to  the  DSEIR  are  necessary.  This  section  describes  the  revisions  and  the  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  revisions.  It  should  be  noted  that  none  of  the  revisions  change  the 
Revised  Main  Program  analyzed  in  the  DSEIR;  therefore,  there  is  no  change  in  the  conclusions 
regarding  the  level  of  significance  of  the  impacts  described  in  the  EIR. 

As  indicated  throughout  the  EIR,  a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  exists 
between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  YBG  developer  (Olympia  &  York).  This  DDA  set 
the  terms  for  the  following:  convey  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as 
office,  hotel  and  retail  buildings  to  the  YBG  developer;  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for 
development  as  retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  the  use  of  land  sales  and  lease  revenue 
proceeds  to  finance  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-2  and 
CB-3.  Part  of  the  proposed  project  was  the  adoption  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the 
DDA,  which  would  revise  the  current  YBG  DDA  by  altering  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2 
and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and  by  revising  the  timetable  for  that  development.  However, 
Olympia  &  York  has  not  met  certain  financing  milestones  under  the  existing  DDA  and,  as  a 
result,  has  retained  only  the  rights  to  develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1. 
Accordingly,  no  Phase  Three  Amendments  to  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  entered  into.  However,  the 
provisions  outlined  in  the  DDA  with  respect  to  the  Phase  Three  Amendments  are  considered  to 
be  part  of  the  project  since  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  any  subsequent  developers 
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of  EB-2  and  CB-2  to  enter  into  DDAs  that  incorporate  in  substance  many  of  the  provisions  that 
would  have  been  embodied  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendments. 

Even  though  this  change  in  Olympia  &  York's  involvement  in  YBC  has  occurred  and  no  change 
in  the  Revised  Main  Program  or  the  impacts  identified  in  the  DSEIR  is  necessary,  numerous  text 
changes  referring  to  the  Phase  Three  Amendments  need  to  be  made  to  the  SEIR. 

The  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-l  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

In  addition,  this  Subsequent  EIR  analyzes  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  which 
consists  of  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  to  be  adopted  by 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  changes  to 
the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

The  following  paragraph  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-2: 

The  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  would  increase  the 
amount  of  development  on  part  of  EB-2  and  decrease  the  amount  of  development  on  the 
western  one-third  of  CB-2. 

The  second  and  third  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-2  are  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Revised  Main  Program  that  is  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  updates  the  Main 
Program  and  incorporates  the  scope  of  development  envisioned  for  YBC  as  a  result  of 
adopting  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approving  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG.  The  following  components  were  considered  in  development  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use 
designations,  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  altered  by 
the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded 
from  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the 
Museum  of  Modern  Art  DDA). 
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The  third  sentence  and  a  new  fourth  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-12  are 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  under  this  alternative  would  allow 
development  of  52,000  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space 
on  CB-2  in  lieu  of  43,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/  entertainment  uses; 
development  of  1 1,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and 
44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  in  lieu  of  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space; 
and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of  office  space,  10,000  square  feet  of 
retail/commercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in  lieu  of  300,000  square  feet  of 
cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and 
20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of 
75  market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed  under  the 
project. 

The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new 
language  in  italics): 

The  purpose  of  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  to  update  the  environmental  analyses  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center  contained  in  the  earlier  documents  and  provide  environmental  information  to 
the  public  and  decision-makers  in  connection  with  the  approval  of  (1)  amendments  to  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Redevelopment 
Plan),  and  (2)  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  portion  of 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC)A 
which  includes  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  2  is  deleted. 

The  following  paragraph  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  6: 

In  1991,  there  was  a  possibility  that  the  existing  YBG  DDA  would  be  amended  to  change 
the  scope  of  development  for  YBG.  However,  Olympia  &  York  did  not  meet  certain 
financing  milestones  under  the  YBG  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  retained  only  the  rights  to 
develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to 
continue  to  have  the  opportunity  to  solicit  developers  to  develop  the  blocks  comprising 
YBG  in  the  manner  contemplated  and,  as  a  result,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes 
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changes  to  the  scope  of  development  within  YBG.  These  changes  affect  the  amount  and 
timing  of  development  on  part  of  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2.  These  changes 
also  would  establish  the  financial  terms  and  conditions  for  the  conveyance  of  the  two  office 
•   parcels  on  EB-2  to  any  subsequent  developer,  including  payment  of  certain  exactions  on 
the  square  footages  of  the  proposed  EB-2  office  buildings.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  has  assumed  responsibility  for  development  of  CB-3.  The  proposed  changes  will 
be  the  subject  of  further  public  hearing  and  comment,  after  which  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  will  consider  the  amendment  for  approval.  The  proposed  changes 
will  not  be  approved  until  environmental  review  on  the  uses  under  consideration  has  been 
completed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
and  the  public,  using  this  Subsequent  EIR  together  with  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplements  and  the  YBC  FEIR.  In  1992,  YBG  failed  to  make  a  scheduled  payment 
toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG  have 
negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March  1,  1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option 
and  pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived 
in  substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitled  to  build  the  same  physical  development  it  was 
entitled  to  build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  pp.  9  and  10  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Since  it  is  a  subsequent  document  and  not  a  new  EIR,  its  general  purpose  is  to  update  the 
environmental  analysis  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  in  light  of 
(1)  changes  that  have  occurred  since  1982  and  (2)  the  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and 
CB-2  in  YBG. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  10  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Pursuant  to  Section  15085(g)  of  CEQA,  these  two  decision-making  bodies  must  certify 
that  they  have  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in  the  Subsequent  EIR 
before  approval  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  YBG  by  the 
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Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
must  review  and  consider  the  Subsequent  EIR  prior  to  acting  on  the  amendments  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  sentences  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  17  are  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changing  the  scope  of  development  for 
YBG.  A  detailed  description  of  this  amendment  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  follows. 

The  sixth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  18  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

For  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2,  the  YBG  DDA  and  amendments  thereto,  including  the 
changes  to  the  scope  and  timing  of  development  that  is  part  of  the  project,  would  govern 
future  development  in  those  blocks./l/ 

The  following  heading  replaces  the  heading  at  the  top  of  SEIR  p.  27: 

B.     CHANGES  TO  THE  SCOPE  OF  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  YERBA  BUENA 
GARDENS 

The  following  three  paragraphs  replace  the  first  three  paragraphs  on  SEIR  p.  27: 

Until  January  1992,  a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  set  the  terms  for  the  following:  convey 
certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as  office,  notel  and  retail 
buildings  to  the  YBG  developer;  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for  development  as 
retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  the  use  of  land  sales  and  lease  revenue  proceeds  to 
finance  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-2  and  CB-3. 
That  DDA  would  have  included  construction  of  a  750,000-square-foot  office  building  on 
CB-1,  a  500,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-2,  and  190,000  square  feet  of  retail  and 
entertainment  uses  on  CB-2.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York 
contemplated  the  adoption  of  a  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise 
the  YBG  DDA  by  altering  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of 
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CB-2,  and  by  revising  the  timetable  for  that  development.  However,  Olympia  &  York  has 
not  met  certain  financing  milestones  under  the  existing  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  has  retained 
only  the  rights  to  develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1.  In  1992,  YBG  failed 
to  make  a  scheduled  payment  toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG  have  negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March 
1,  1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option  and  pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived  in  substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitled  to  build  the 
same  physical  development  it  was  entitled  to  build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to  continue  to  have  the  opportunity  to  solicit 
developers  to  develop  the  blocks  comprising  YBG  in  the  manner  contemplated  and,  as  a 
result,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  within 
YBG.  The  proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA 
would  alter  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and 
revise  the  timetable  for  that  development.  The  changes  would  result  in  the  potential  to 
construct  800,000  square  feet  of  office  uses  on  EB-2  (300,000  square  feet  more  than  under 
the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program)  and  131,000  square  feet  of  retail  and  entertainment  uses 
on  CB-2  (59,000  square  feet  less  than  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program).  As  a 
separate  part  of  the  project,  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would  change  the  floor 
area  ratio  and  height  and  bulk  district  on  the  property  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and 
Howard  Streets,  which  is  within  the  YBG  DDA  area,  to  accommodate  future  development 
at  the  parcel. 

A  separate  DDA  covers  the  development  of  a  200,000-square-foot  Museum  of  Modern  Art 
on  EB-2.  In  addition,  a  separate  Land  Disposition  Agreement  (LDA)  with  Griffin/Related 
Properties  covers  the  development  of  a  492,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-1. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  27  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  and  the  changes  to  the  scope 
of  development  for  YBG,  the  development  that  would  be  permitted  at  YBC  would  differ 
from  that  of  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 
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The  third  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  27  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

The  following  components  were  considered  in  devising  the  Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the 
likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use  designations,  height  and  bulk  limits, 
and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels 
covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  changed  by  the  proposed  scope  of  development 
for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded  from  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the  Museum  of  Modern  Art  DDA). 

The  following  note  l\l  replaces  note  l\l  on  SEIR  p.  38: 

IV     If  the  exempt  parcels  on  CB-1,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  were  included  in  the  parallel 
planning  process  to  make  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent  with  the 
goals,policies,and  land  use  designations  of  relevant  sections  of  the  current  City 
Planning  Code,  the  land  use  designations  on  these  blocks  likely  would  be  either 
C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  or  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail).  Development  that  would 
be  allowable  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  these  land  use  designations  would 
be  less  intensive  than  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  floor  area 
ratio  (FAR)  and  height  and  bulk  permitted  under  the  C-3-0  or  C-3-R  land  use 
designations  would  be  less  than  that  allowed  under  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan. 
The  potential  transportation,  air  quality,  and  other  impacts  associated  with 
development  under  the  C-3-0  or  C-3-R  land  use  designations  on  CB-1,  EB-1,  and 
EB-2  would  be  less  than  the  impacts  identified  for  development  under  the  current 
Redevelopment  Plan  because  there  would  be  fewer  employees  and  less  travel  would 
be  generated. 

The  following  two  new  sentences  are  added  after  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on 
SEIR  p.  86: 

The  adoption  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  YBG  DDA,  which  is  included  in  the 
Initial  Study  as  part  of  the  project,  has  been  superseded  by  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG  indicated  in  this  Subsequent  EIR.  This  does  not  change  the  Revised 
Main  Program  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR.  nor  does  it  change  the  impacts  described 
in  this  Subsequent  EIR  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project. 
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The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  96  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language 
in  italics): 

Table  2,  pp.  32-35,  presents  a  comparison  of  land  uses  by  block  for  the  Setting, 
DD A/Existing  Main  Program,  and  Revised  Main  Program  (Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  and  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG). 

The  third  mitigation  measure  for  Water  on  SEIR  p.  143  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the 
amount  and  rate  of  water  required  for  irrigation  and  water  features  on  CB-2  can  be 
supplied  by  groundwater.  If  the  results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source, 
municipal  water  would  have  to  be  obtained. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  156  is  revised  as  follows  and  a  new 
fifth  sentence  is  added  (new  language  in  italics): 

Changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  under  this  alternative  would  allow 
development  of  52,000  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space 
on  CB-2  in  lieu  of  43,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/  entertainment  uses; 
development  of  1 1,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and 
44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  in  lieu  of  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space; 
and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of  office  space,  10,000  square  feet  of 
retail/commercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in  lieu  of  300,000  square  feet  of 
cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and 
20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of  75 
market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed  under  the 
project. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  162  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  approval  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  Amendments  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  would  generally 
not  differ  from  those  changes  identified  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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CHANGES  REGARDING  INCORPORATION  BY  REFERENCE 


This  section  is  provided  to  specify  the  portions  of  other  environmental  impact  reports  and  plans 
that  have  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  Draft  Subsequent  EIR  (DSEIR).  For  the 
convenience  of  readers,  revised  citations  identify  section  and  page  numbers  for  all  incorporated 
text.  Citation  of  specific  text  sections  incorporated  by  reference  from  other  documents  does  not 
have  a  substantive  effect  on  the  analysis  contained  in  the  EIR;  consequently,  there  is  no  change 
in  the  conclusions  regarding  the  level  of  significance  of  identified  impacts. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  2  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

This  Subsequent  EIR  incorporates  information  from  Program  EIRs  that  have  been 
previously  published.  Most  of  this  information  is  related  to  the  discussion  of  cumulative 
impacts  of  downtown  growth  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VIA.  I  to  VI.  0.1 
(Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990,  Case  No.  86.505E),  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR. 
pp.  50  to  181  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989,  Case  No.  85.463E),  and  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR.  pp.  IV.A.l  to  IV.K.18  (Final  EIR  certified  October  18,  1984,  Case 
No.  EE81.3). 

The  second  and  third  sentences  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  10  are  revised  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Sections  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR  (including  Appendices  and  Responses  to 
Comments)  and  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  (including  the  Summaries  of 
Comments  and  Responses)  that  contain  relevant  information  are  incorporated  into  this 
document  by  reference,  as  provided  for  in  Section  15149  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  (CR  Title  14, 
Division  6,  Chapter  3).  Where  incorporated,  relevant  portions  of  these  documents  are 
briefly  summarized  and  reference  page  numbers  are  provided.  In  addition,  the  Initial 
Study  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  included  discussions  of  and  references  to  various  topics 
covered  in  the  YBC  FE1R  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  needed  no  further 
elaboration  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  and,  therefore,  were  focused  out  of  this  document  (see 
Appendix  A,  including,  for  example,  pp.  A- 19  to  A-21,  A-23,  A-24,  etc.). 
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The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  is  revised  as  follows  [](new 
language  in  italics): 

For  further  information  on  the  context  and  history  of  the  redevelopment  area,  see  pp.  13-25 
of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  15  is  revised  as  follows  and  a  new  fifth 
sentence  is  added  (new  language  in  italics): 

Where  the  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  were  adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First 
and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements,  the  information  has  been  referenced  and  summarized 
in  the  Initial  Study,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  No  further 
analysis  of  these  topics  has  been  included  in  this  document. 

The  following  paragraph  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  39: 

Land  use  and  development  within  YBC  is  regulated  by  the  provisions  of  the  Official 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Approved  Redevelopment  Project 
(adopted  April  26,  1966  and  amended  November  2,  1981). 

The  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  39  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

The  fourth  section,  which  governs  land  use  and  development  within  YBC,  is  the  Project 
Plan  (see  Redevelopment  Plan,  pp.  7  to  33)  and  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference. 

The  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  47  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  western  subarea  consists  of  land  uses  and  business  activities  that  are  more  commonly 
considered  traditional  South  of  Market  functions.  772^  discussion  of  South  of  Market  land 
uses  and  business  functions  contained  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  on  pp.  57  to  58  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  In  summary,  those  uses  include  light 
industrial,  parking,  retail,  and  residential  uses.  Buildings  in  this  subarea  are  generally  two- 
to  ten-stories  tall.  The  retail  uses  include  downtown  support  businesses,  pawn  shops, 
liquor/grocery  stores,  taverns,  surplus  stores,  restaurants,  and  used-merchandise  stores./^/ 
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The  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  48  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

YBC  is  part  of  the  area  of  most  concentrated  building  development  and  economic  activity 
in  San  Francisco.  In  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  area  is 
referred  to  in  this  EIR  as  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  Nearby  Areas.  The  delineation  of 
these  areas  included  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  on  pp.  IV.4  to  IV.  7  is  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  document.  Subareas  of  Downtown  &  Vicinity  include  the  C-3  District, 
Northeast  Waterfront,  South  of  Market  (which  includes  YBC),  Civic  Center/South  Van 
Ness,  and  Mission  Bay 75/ 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  before  the  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR 
p.  48: 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  a  discussion  of  increases  in  downtown  San  Francisco  office 
space,  and  of  the  effects  of  Proposition  M  on  approvals  of  office  space  development,  on 
pp.  VLB. 25  to  VLB. 27  that  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  48  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

In  summary,  between  1981  and  1985,  about  nine  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was 
added  to  the  supply  in  San  Francisco,  at  a  rate  of  more  than  two  million  square  feet  per 
year./6/ 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  before  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  50: 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  contains  a  discussion  of  existing  population  and  housing 
characteristics  in  San  Francisco  on  pp.  VI.C.l  to  VI.C.35  that  is  incorporated  by  reference 
into  this  document.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  discussion  is  summarized  in  the  following 
paragraphs,  supplemented  as  noted  with  information  and  analysis  from  additional  sources. 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  before  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  57: 

The  discussion  of  employment  and  economic  activity  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  on 
pages  VI.B.l  to  VI.B.24  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document,  and  is 
summarized  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
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The  fifth  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  63  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Traffic  conditions  on  streets  and  at  intersection  and  freeway  access  points  on  Harrison 
Street  and  south  of  it  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1985  were  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR,  certified  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  August  1990.  This  information,  which 
is  presented  on  pp.  IV.E.l  to  IV.E.13  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  is  incorporated  into  this 
document  by  reference  and  summarized  below. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  68  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  includes  information  on  seismic  safety  issues  in  the  C-3  District 
of  downtown  San  Francisco  on  pp.  rV.K.l  to  rV.K.8.  That  information  remains  current 
and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
provides  similar  information  for  that  area  on  pp.  154  to  163,  as  does  the  Mission  Bay  EIR 
for  its  project  area  on  pp.  VI.K.l  toVI.K.18.  Neither  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  nor  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  any  new  data  about  seismic  issues  that  establish  a  need  for 
revisions  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  information  or  conclusions. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  70  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  the  geologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  and  the  general 
response  of  the  site  to  earthquakes  on  pp.  191  to  206;  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
summarizes  the  YBC  FEIR  discussion  of  existing  geologic  conditions  on  pp.  92  to  95.  The 
information  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remains 
accurate,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and  summarized  below. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  before  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  85: 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  existing  hydrologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  on  pp.  207 
to  209,  and  the  Second  YBC  FEIR  Supplement  summarizes  the  YBC  FEIR  discussion  on 
pages  95  to  96.  The  information  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  remains  accurate,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and 
summarized  in  the  following  section. 


C&R.14 


XIII.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  first  two  sentences  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94  are  revised  and  two  new 
sentences  are  added  after  the  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94,  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  impacts  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  land  use  impacts  that 
have  been  analyzed  for  the  year  2000  in  sections  of  three  Program  EIRs  published  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  They  are  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified 
August  23,  1990,  Case  No.  86.505E),  pp.  VI.B.50  to  VI.B.135;  the  South  of  Market  Plan 
EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989,  Case  No.  85.463EZM),  pp.  66  to  85;  and  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  October  18,  1984,  Case  No.  EE81.3),  pp.  IV.B.18 
to  IV.B.90./1/  The  cited  portions  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  addressing  cumulative  land  use  impacts  are  incorporated  by 
reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document.  Those  reference 
documents  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  in  the  San  Francisco  Main 
Library  Science  and  Documents  section. 

The  remaining  two  sentences  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94  are  continued  as  a 
separate  paragraph. 

The  last  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94,  continuing  on  SEIR  p.  95,  is  deleted. 

The  third  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  103  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Mission  Bav  EIR.  pp.  VI.C.36  to  VI.C.I03,  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  88  to 
95,  discuss  residence  patterns  in  a  Citywide  and  regional  context,  in  relation  to  housing 
demand  from  employment  growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The  cited  portions  of  the 
Mission  Bav  EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  are  incorporated  by  reference  and 
summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 

The  remaining  two  sentences  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  103  are  continued  as  a  separate 
paragraph. 
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The  last  two  sentences  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  106  are  revised  and  a  new  sentence  is 
added  at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  106,  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Cumulative  employment  totals  presented  and  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  would 
remain  current.  Thus,  no  new  net  additional  growth  in  employment  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  this  project.  Tlie  Mission  Bay  EIR  discussion  of  future  employment  and  economic 
activity  on  pp.  VI.B.63  to  VLB.  79  and  pp.  VLB.  83  to  VI.B.93  is  incorporated  by  reference 
into  this  document. 

The  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 16  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  transportation  sections  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Area  Plan  EIR 
address  various  regional  transportation  impacts  in  2000  on  pp.  VI.E.50  to  VI.E.240  and  pp. 
109  tol34,  respectively.  (The  Mission  Bay  EIR  also  analyzes  transportation  impacts  in 
2020.)  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  discussions  of  transportation 
impacts  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  in  this  document,  below. 

The  remaining  three  sentences  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 16  are  continued  as  a  separate 
paragraph. 

The  first  and  second  sentences  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  125  are  revised  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

The  Mission  Bav  EIR.  pp.  V I.F.I  I  toVI.F.28,  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  139 
to  144,  analyzed  cumulative  effects  of  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on 
regional  air  quality  in  the  future.  Tfie  discussions  of  cumulative  air  quality  effects  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  remain  accurate,  and  are  incorporated 
by  reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  130  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

The  discussions  of  seismic  impacts  on  pp.  433-437  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  pp.  193-197  of 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remain  current  and  accurate,  and  are  incorporated  by 
reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 
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The  following  sentence  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  137: 

The  analyses  of  the  water  distribution  system  and  of  water  system  impacts  cited  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this 
document. 

The  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  145  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  No-Development  Alternative  have  been  analyzed 
previously  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  26  to  31  and  throughout  Section  VI, 
"Environmental  Impacts, "  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study. 
The  analyses  provided  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention 
Center  Expansion  Initial  Study  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  A 
summary  of  the  effects  of  the  No-Project  Alternative  for  those  issue  areas  analyzed  in  this 
Subsequent  EIR  is  presented  below. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  162,  continuing  on  SEIR  p.  163,  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  approval  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  Amendments  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreement  would  generally  not  differ  from  those  changes  identified  in  Section  X  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  "Irreversible  Environmental  Changes, "  []p.  226,  which  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 
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BACKGROUND 

BRIEF  HISTORY  OF  THE  YBC  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
Comment 

"...page  3  of.. .You  have  a  brief  history  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project... I  know  it's  in  the 
previous  documents,  but  it  should  never  be  forgotten,  the  number  of  housing  units  that  were 
taken,  the  number  of  people  displaced. ..It  does  say  that  there  was  some  litigation,  but  that's  not 
quite  enough,  really,  to  tell  the  story  to  new  readers  who  may  not  go  back  to  past  documents. 

"...[Page  3.]  I  would  like  you  to  put  in  Mayor  George  Moscone's  Select  Committee  because 
that's  who  struggled  with  the  issue. 

"...page  5. ..think  you  should  put  a  sentence  in  there  that  says  the  voters  approved  the  expansion 
of  [Moscone  Center]  under  CB-2. 

"...page  7. ..where  it  has  Alternative  A,  B,  C  and  D...but  it's  hard  for  me  to  believe  that 
Alternative  B  is  quite  accurate.  It  may  be  what  was  in  the  previous  document  but  it  doesn't  really 
say  that  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  definitely  talked  about  gardens.  It  says  it  included  an 
apparel  mart  but  no  hotel,  a  convention  center  and  three  million  square  feet  of  office  space.. .it  did 
include  an  apparel  mart  but  for  a  time  limit  of  a  couple  of  months,  at  which  time  the  Committee 
recommended  the  apparel  mart  be  moved  and  gardens  be  put  on  Central  Block  2."  (Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  indicates  that  the  clearance  process  for  YBC 
development  required  the  relocation  of  approximately  2,070  individuals  and 
227  households,  most  of  whom  were  single  and/or  elderly. 
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The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  3  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language 
is  underlined): 

On  August  31,  1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba  Buena  Center,  which  was 
convened  by  Mayor  George  Moscone.  recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan 
for  YBC,  including  an  underground  exhibit  hall  and  financing  mechanisms  for  an  urban 
park  on  the  central  blocks. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  5  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new 
language  is  underlined): 

To  allow  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  into  the  area  previously  reserved 
for  parking,  the  Fourth  through  the  Seventh  Amendments  to  the  DDA  provided  that  the 
developer  would  release  the  CB-2  parking  parcel,  thus  making  possible  the  underground 
expansion  of  convention  exhibit  and  meeting  space  that  was  approved  by  the  voters  on  that 
block,  and  would  release  a  portion  of  the  EB-2  Residential  Parcel  and  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation  on  CB-1. 

The  sentence  regarding  Alternative  B  in  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  7  is  revised  to  read 
as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba 
Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central  Block  2  (CB-2),  a 
convention  center,  a  recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2,  and  about  three  million  square 
feet  of  office  space. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION 

Comment 

"Where  new  analysis  is  conducted  for  the  DSEIR,  as  is  the  case  for  the  transportation  / 
pedestrian  /  traffic  section,  then  all  the  matters  addressed  in  the  Second  Supplement  must  be 
addressed  again  by  the  DSEIR,  to  validate  that  the  prior  discussion  remains  adequate  and 
complete  in  the  light  of  current  information.  Moreover,  the  actual  record  of  implementation  of 
the  Second  Supplement's  and  FEIR  mitigation  measures  must  be  disclosed,  to  determine  if  they 
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were  in  fact  adopted,  implemented,  proved  infeasible,  or  remain  undone  for  reasons  that  must 
then  be  disclosed."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"While  the  subsequent  draft  EIR  'incorporates  by  reference'  the  Second  Supplement,  it  presents 
no  relisting  of  its  Finding  of  Significant  Impact,  no  relisting  of  its  mitigation  measures,  no 
reevaluation  of  their  adequacy  in  the  light  of  current  information,  and  no  update  on  whether  or 
not  those  measures  were  carried  out,  proved  infeasible,  or  remain  undone.  Since  these  are  the 
most  important  'products'  of  environmental  review,  the  failure  to  recap  and  update  them  as 
needed  in  the  Subsequent  EIR  is  ridiculous  if  not  cynical. 

"The  current  draft  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  is  patently  impossible  to  understand  -  for  everyone  and 
anyone  --  unless  one  also  has  in  hand  to  read  simultaneously  side-by-side  the  1983  Second 
Supplement  document.  But  almost  no  one  does,  and  no  new  copies  of  the  earlier  document  have 
been  produced  or  distributed.  This  document  is  so  obviously  incomprehensible  due  to  its 
structure  I  believe  it  is  a  clear  and  egregious  violation  of  our  SFRG/City  Settlement  Agreement, 
which  is  also  actionable  on  a  different  basis."  (John  Elberling,  SFRG) 

Respoase 

The  SEIR  updates  the  transportation  analysis  provided  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  Each  of  the  specific  transportation-related  impacts  presented  in  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  (travel  demand,  pedestrian  impacts,  transit  impacts,  mixed- vehicle 
impacts,  parking  impacts,  truck  deliveries  and  loading,  and  construction  impacts)  is 
included  in  the  SEIR.  Therefore,  this  DSEIR  updates  and  replaces  the  transportation 
impacts  analysis  presented  in  the  previous  environmental  documentation  prepared  for 
YBC.  The  reader  need  not  re-read  previous  EIRs  on  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  to 
understand  and  use  the  new  transportation  analysis  presented  in  this  SEIR. 

As  provided  in  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines  Section  15150, 
this  SEIR  incorporated  by  reference  relevant  parts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  and 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  (see  DSEIR  p.  3),  and  relevant  portions  of  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR.  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  and  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (see  SEIR  p.  2).  As  indicated  in 
the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  3,  this  SEIR  summarizes  material  from  previous 
environmental  documentation  for  YBC.  Accordingly,  the  SEIR  also  updates  the 
environmental  analyses  contained  in  earlier  documents  (see  SEIR  p.  1). 
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As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  2,  the  documents  incorporated  by  reference  are  available  for  public 
review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco;  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  various  branch  libraries.  Additional  copies 
of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  were  produced  and  distributed  to  the  locations  stated 
above  at  the  beginning  of  the  public  review  period  for  this  DSEIR. 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  3,  this  SEIR  may  be  read  independent  from  the  previous 
environmental  documentation,  as  all  necessary  material  has  been  summarized.  However, 
the  format  of  the  SEIR  parallels  that  of  previous  environmental  documentation.  This  was 
done  to  provide  continuity  throughout  the  entire  EIR  process  for  YBC.  The  Staff-Initiated 
Text  Changes  and  Errata  presented  earlier  in  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
document  expand  the  incorporation  by  reference  statements  made  in  the  DSEIR  by 
providing  precise  page  number  citations  to  each  section  referenced. 

As  indicated  on  SEIR  p.  139,  relevant  mitigation  measures  from  the  YBC  FEIR,  First 
YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are  incorporated  by  reference. 
In  addition,  mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  pp.  A-43  through  A- 
51  in  SEIR  Appendix  A)  that  would  reduce  the  level  of  impact  associated  with  the  project. 

Although  the  relisting  of  mitigation  measures  from  previous  environmental  documentation 
is  not  necessary  for  this  SEIR,  a  comprehensive  list  of  mitigation  measures  is  included  in 
this  document  as  Appendix  F.  This  list  identifies  all  mitigation  measures  from  the 
previous  environmental  documentation  and  the  status  of  those  mitigation  measures. 

The  SEIR  is  written  in  plain  language  insofar  as  is  consistent  with  the  technical  material 
being  presented,  as  called  for  in  the  settlement  agreement  in  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  settlement  did  not  prohibit 
incorporation  by  reference  as  described  and  called  for  in  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines. 

GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Comment 

...page  1 1  ...it  says  the  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of  approximately 

2,070  individuals  and  227  households,  most  of  whom  were  single  and/or  elderly.  Would  you 

insert  in  there  low  income  because  they  were,  I  think,  all  low  income. 
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Page  13  says  the  only  structure  currently  under  at  YBC  is  the  underground  expansion  on  CB-2.  I 
think  the  theater  and  the  gallery  are  under  construction  and  possibly  the  Esplanade.. .whatever  is 
under  construction  should  just  be  added  to  that...  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  is  underlined): 

The  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of  approximately  2,070  individuals  and 
227  households,  most  of  whom  were  low-income,  single  and/or  elderly. 

At  the  time  that  the  setting  for  the  DSEIR  was  established  (September  1991),  only  the 
underground  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-2  was  in  process.  It  is  recognized 
that  since  this  time,  the  construction  of  additional  buildings  on  the  eastern  portion  of  CB-2 
commenced.  The  impacts  associated  with  these  buildings  currently  under  construction 
were  included  in  the  analysis  of  future  impacts  contained  in  the  DSEIR.  The  last  sentence 
of  the  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  SEIR  p.  13  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language 
is  underlined): 

The  structures  currently  under  construction  in  YBC  are  the  underground  expansion 
of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-2  and  the  Center  for  the  Visual  Arts  Theatre  and 
Visual  Arts  Center  on  the  eastern  portion  of  CB-2. 

PROTECT  DESCRIPTION 

AFFORDABLE  VS.  MARKET  RATE  HOUSING 
Comment 

...we  see  the  breakdown  of  market  rate  versus  subsidized  housing.. .the  figure  of  580  more  market 
rate  housing  units  versus  30  more  subsidized  housing  units. ..there  isn't  a  whole  big  need  for 
market  rate  units  as  compared  with  the  need  for  affordable  ones.  (Susan  Bierman) 
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Response 

As  shown  in  Table  4  on  SEIR  p.  54,  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  already  contains 
approximately  950  subsidized  housing  units  and  approximately  640  market-rate  housing 
units. 

MEXICAN  MUSEUM 
Comment 

Inasmuch  as  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  been  in  discussion  with  the  Mexican  Museum  for 
the  development  of  the  museum  facility  on  Central  Block  1, 1  am  curious  why  the  museum  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  draft  document.  (Vivian  Fei  Tsen) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  Mexican  Museum,  which  is  currently  at  Fort 
Mason  in  San  Francisco,  could  be  relocated  to  CB-1.  If  the  Mexican  Museum  is  relocated 
to  YBC,  it  would  be  on  the  CB-1  parcel  that  is  proposed  to  be  occupied  by  an  athletic  club 
in  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  or  a  70-room  hotel  in  the  Revised  Main  Program. 
The  environmental  impacts  associated  with  a  80,000-square-foot  museum  at  this  location 
would  be  similar  to  or  less  than  those  described  in  the  SEIR  for  the  70-room  hotel. 

The  Mexican  Museum  would  be  on  a  parcel  that  is  excluded  from  the  proposed  land  use 
district  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  would  be  a  permitted  use  on  CB-1.  In 
addition,  an  80,000-square-foot  facility  would  be  within  the  existing  height  and  bulk 
requirements  for  CB-1.  The  museum  would  not  result  in  any  changes  to  the  population 
and  housing  analysis  contained  in  the  SEIR  since  it  would  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
number  of  housing  units  within  YBC.  The  total  number  of  jobs  within  YBC  would  be  less 
with  the  museum  than  with  the  athletic  club  or  hotel. 

The  total  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  museum  would  be  less  than  the  number  of  trips 
generated  by  the  proposed  70-room  hotel  since  the  museum  would  employ  fewer  persons, 
have  a  greater  number  of  "linked  trips"  (museum  visitors  likely  would  patronize  other 
cultural  establishments  in  YBC),  and  museum  patrons  would  be  more  likely  to  use  public 
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transit.  Therefore,  the  transportation  impacts  presented  in  the  SEIR  would  be  greater  that 
the  impacts  anticipated  if  the  Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  on  CB-1. 

Since  fewer  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  Mexican  Museum  as  compared  to  the 
proposed  70-room  hotel,  the  air  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than  those  described  in  the 
SEIR.  In  addition,  the  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  construction  of  the  Mexican 
Museum  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  construction  of  other  buildings  in 
YBC  in  the  DSEIR. 

The  impacts  associated  with  seismic  hazards  within  YBC  would  be  the  same  if  the 
Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  as  those  described  in  the  SEIR.  Additionally,  the  impacts 
associated  with  hazardous  wastes  within  YBC  and  the  use  of  groundwater  for  landscaping 
within  YBC  would  be  the  same  if  the  Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  as  those  described 
in  the  SEIR. 

PARKING 

Comment 

"The  300  parking  spaces  included  in  the  Revised  Main  Program  for  CB-2  must  be  deleted.  This 
parking  was  sought  only  by  Olympia  &  York,  which  is  no  longer  involved  in  CB-2.  It  caused 
serious  difficulties  with  accessibility  due  to  the  need  to  ramp  up  and  over  it  for  the  most  direct 
access  to  the  Esplanade  from  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets,  and  it  would  add  cross-sidewalk  traffic 
at  some  point  in  an  area  which  is  already  very  congested  with  both  pedestrians  and  cars, 
degrading  public  safety.  These  negative  environmental  impacts  of  that  specific  proposal  were 
never  discussed  in  the  DSEIR."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

The  300  parking  spaces  on  CB-2  are  not  deleted  from  the  SEIR  analysis.  The  Revised 
Main  Program  was  developed  to  provide  an  outline  of  what  development  is  likely  to  occur 
at  YBC  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  development  of  these  300  parking  spaces  on  CB-2 
could  occur  with  or  without  Olympia  &  York's  participation. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  that  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  pedestrian 
movements  on  the  sidewalks  surrounding  CB-2  were  not  discussed  in  the  DSEIR,  please 
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see  p.  109,  which  indicates  that  the  Fourth  Street  east  sidewalk  would  worsen  from 
unimpeded  to  impeded  as  a  result  of  the  project.  In  addition,  it  is  recognized  on  SEIR  pp. 
109  and  1 10  that  the  pedestrian  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Moscone  Center  are 
congested  and  that  these  conditions  are  expected  to  continue. 

OLYMPIA  &  YORK  --  CB-2 

Comment 

...page  27. ..[Do]  you  need  to  updatc.it  to  be  consistent  with  your  negotiations. 

Page  98,  would  you  just  include  in  a  description  of  what's  in  the  Gardens,  the  Martin  Luther 
King  Memorial  and,  also,  the  ice  rink,  child  care,  Children's  Place  and  the  carousel.  (Susan 
Bierman) 

Likewise,  O&Y  insisted  on  a  CB-2  retail/entertainment  development  program  (including  a 
design-compromising  garage)  that  made  no  economic  sense  in  a  City  downtown  already  grossly 
oversaturated  with  retail  space,  and  which  O&Y  admitted  would  have  lost  money.  O&Y  still 
will  build  as  much  as  100,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  on  CB-1  underneath  its  office  tower. 

The  CB-2  parcel  next  to  the  beautiful  Esplanade  should  be  developed  instead  with  a  financially 
feasible  self-supporting  lower  density  retail  program  that  fills  in  all  the  missing  pieces,  for  both 
families  visiting  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  the  Neighborhood  residents: 

-  An  MBE/WBE-owned  'cineplex'  of  movie  theaters  to  round  out  the  Gardens 
entertainment  facilities  for  Central  City  youth,  local  seniors,  and  all  San  Franciscans. 

-  Potentially  the  relocated  Merrill's  Drug  Store  (now  at  Fourth  and  Market  Streets),  a  vital 
neighborhood  shopping  resource. 

-  An  MBE/WBE-owned  fast  food  chain  restaurant  franchise,  like  McDonalds,  for  local 
seniors  and  all  the  families  that  will  visit  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  who  need  lowest-price- 
possible  meals,  including  early  morning  breakfasts. 

-  An  MBE/WBE-owned  inexpensively-priced  chain  restaurant  franchise,  like  Sizzler,  for  a 
bit  healthier  and  broader  menu  option  for  these  folks. 

-  Additional  small  MBE/WBE  retail  businesses,  assisted  by  City/SFRA  economic 
development  funds. 
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-  A  new  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Senior  Center  to  organize  and  focus  the  vital  interface 
between  all  the  wonderful  resources  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  the  1,700  low-income 
elderly/handicapped  Neighborhood  residents  who  live  literally  'across  the  street.' 

-  Next  to  the  Senior  Center,  a  small  Neighborhood  park  -  the  long-promised  West  Garden 

-  at  the  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  corner  that  will  be  more  accessible  and  usable  for  these 
seniors  than  the  huge  Esplanade. 

-  No  parking  garage  wasting  space  and  cutting  up  the  sidewalks,  and  no  unsightly 
pedestrian  bridge  over  Fourth  Street  to  the  expanded  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage. 

If  necessary  to  finally  get  the  job  done  right  after  all  these  years  of  mistaken  planning,  TODCO  is 
prepared  to  joint  venture  with  a  MBE  for-profit  developer  to  assemble  this  new  "1993  CB-2 
Development  Program". 


EIR  Change  Needed:  Substitute  this  new  "1993  CB-2  Development  Program  for  the  obsolete 
O&Y  scheme  in  the  Main  Program.  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 


Response 


Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes  and  Errata  (see  Chapter  C.  of  this  document)  provides  the 
necessary  updates  to  the  DSEIR.  This  chapter  includes  a  discussion  of  the  changes  in 
Olympia  &  York's  involvement  in  YBC. 

To  provide  additional  detail  on  the  components  of  the  gardens,  the  following  sentence  is 
added  after  the  last  complete  sentence  on  SEIR  p.  35: 

The  gardens  would  include  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  memorial  fountain, 
landscaped  walks  and  gardens,  an  ice  rink,  a  bowling  center,  a  carousel,  and  a 
children's  museum. 

The  specific  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  for  CB-2  (retail,  commercial,  senior  center, 
and  open  space)  are  all  considered  to  be  permitted  uses  for  CB-2  under  the  existing  and 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plans.  In  addition,  the  existing  and  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plans  permit  the  provision  or  absence  of  parking  spaces  on  CB-2.  The  issue  of  requiring 
the  retail  and  commercial  uses  to  be  owned  by  a  Minority  or  Woman  Owned  Business 
Enterprise  is  a  policy  matter  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  may  choose  to 
consider  when  leasing  space  on  CB-2;  it  is  not  appropriate  for  discussion  within  this  EIR. 
Since  the  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  are  similar  to  the  land  uses  and  the 
employment  levels  described  for  the  Revised  Main  Program,  the  impacts  associated  with 
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the  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  in  the  SEIR. 
Thus,  no  change  to  the  SEIR  analysis  is  warranted. 

OLYMPIA  &  YORK  --  EB-2 

Comment 

The  Main  Program  assumed  O&Y  would  develop  those  two  EB-2  office  towers,  and  the  CB-2 
retail/entertainment  complex.  In  fact  Olympia  &  York's  obsolete  EB-2  and  CB-2  development 
plans  were  a  millstone  around  Yerba  Buena's  neck,  and  must  now  be  abandoned. 

San  Francisco  does  not  need  any  more  speculative  highrise  office  buildings  in  YBC  than  O&Y's 
already-committed  Market  Street  tower  and  the  already  approved  EB-1  project.  If  and  when  the 
real  estate  market  revives  after  1995  and  new  office  projects  become  financially  feasible,  they 
should  be  allocated  by  the  Planning  Commission  to  local  corporations  through  the  in-place 
Proposition  M/Downtown  Plan  process. 

A  more  realistic  development  plan  for  EB-2  is  to  auction  these  now-prestigious  sites  next  to  the 
new  Museum  of  Modern  Art  for  luxury  condominium  development,  subject  to  the  same 
affordable  housing  in-lieu  requirements  which  now  apply  in  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use 
District.  Not  only  is  this  probably  worth  the  same  land  value  as  office  buildings,  it  can  probably 
be  built  much  sooner  given  the  current  real  estate  market. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Change  the  Main  Program  EB-2  development  plan  to  two  market  rate 
condominium  projects  flanking  the  MOMA.  Permit  parking  above  grade  in  these  buildings  as 
needed.  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

The  existing  and  proposed  Redevelopment  Plans  for  EB-2  both  would  permit  residential 
development  in  the  areas  designated  Downtown  Office  and  Downtown  Support  (see  Figure 
3  on  SEIR  p.  19).  This  residential  development  is  to  be  confined  to  the  space  above  the 
first  story.  Ground  level  space  can  include  retail  and  office  uses  and  access  to  residential 
uses  that  are  on  upper  floors. 
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The  Revised  Main  Program  analyzes  the  impacts  of  1 10  housing  units  on  EB-2  (see  SEIR, 
pp.  100-105).  The  use  of  office  parcels  for  housing  as  suggested  by  the  commenter  is 
similar  to  the  no-project  alternative  (the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program)  analyzed  in  the 
SEIR,  which  includes  300  housing  units  on  EB-2.  The  impacts  of  these  300  housing  units 
are  analyzed  in  the  SEIR  (see  pp.  151  through  156).  Thus,  no  change  in  the  SEIR  is 
necessary. 

EB-3  FAR 

Comment 

On  page  22,  where  the  FAR  for  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  would 
change  from  seven  to  one  FAR  to  14  to  one. ..I'm  worried  personally  about  the  effect  of  that 
height  [and]  FAR  in  terms  of  shadow  and  wind  on  Central  Block  2  and  3.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  stated  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project  (see  SEIR,  Appendix  A,  p.  A- 15),  the  potential 
general  effects  associated  with  wind  and  shadow  have  been  discussed  adequately  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  previous  environmental 
documentation  discussed  the  overall  principles  and  identified  possible  "problem"  locations 
for  wind  and  shadow  impacts  on  the  basis  on  "worst-case"  floor  areas  for  various  new 
buildings.  These  discussions  were  general  because  final  designs  of  potential  new  buildings 
were  not  complete. 

Recognizing  that  the  final  design  of  new  buildings  influences  the  extent  of  specific  wind 
and  shadow  effects,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  adopt  measures  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  South  of  Market  Plan,  as  applicable,  to  mitigate 
the  impacts  associated  with  wind  and  shadow  by  new  development  within  YBC  (see  pp.  A- 
44  and  A-45  in  Appendix  A,  the  Initial  Study,  for  the  text  of  the  mitigation  measures).  For 
a  development  project  to  be  approved  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  Streets, 
the  developer  would  be  required  to  demonstrate  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  wind 
and  shadow  impacts  of  the  project  have  been  mitigated  and  that  the  project  meets  stated 
standards,  if  feasible. 
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TABLE  1 
Comment 

...page  28...  has  a  Table,  Land  Use,  Block  Number  and  Revised  Main  Program.  Now,  later  on  in 
the  document  it  compares  all  these.  But  this  Table  itself  seems  to  me  to  be  kind  of  meaningless 
unless  you  put  the  existing  program  along  with  the  revised  program.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Table  1  on  SEIR  pp.  28  and  29  is  intended  to  summarize  the  total  amount  of  development 
that  could  occur  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  It  provides 
an  overview  of  potential  development  within  YBC  associated  with  the  project  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  SEIR.  That  is  why  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  is  included  in  the 
table.  Table  2  on  SEIR  pp.  31  through  33  provides  the  comparison  between  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  addresses  the  issue 
raised  by  the  commenter. 

POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Comment 

"The  1982  Second  Supplement  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  contained  a 
detailed  demographic  analysis  and  a  section  on  social  characteristics  that  is  missing  in  the 
subsequent  version.  Current  information  of  this  kind  is  essential  to  monitor  socioeconomic 
trends  and  to  gain  a  necessary  perspective  of  the  target  area.  Also  missing  in  the  subsequent 
report  are  community  concerns  found  in  the  previous  EIR. 

"As  noted  above,  the  DSEIR  is  lacking  current  demographic  data  on  Yerba  Buena  area  residents. 
This  would  include: 

"a.     population  by  age,  ethnicity  and  language 
"b.    population  densities 

"c.     population  by  disability  including  gait  disability,  mobility  impairment,  sight  and  hearing 
disabilities,  and  frailty 
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"d.     analysis  of  households,  residential  facilities 

"e.     projected  construction  of  housing 

"f.     socioeconomic  abstract 

"g.     survey  of  existing  area  social  service  agencies 

"h.     statistical  abstract  of  clients  served,  and 

"i.     analysis  of  current  and  projected  housing  availability."  (Philip  Klasky) 
Response 

In  that  the  goal  of  the  SEIR  is  to  identify  significant  physical  environmental  impacts  from 
the  Revised  Main  Program,  information  about  the  existing  population  and  the  social 
characteristics  of  YBC  is  neither  necessary  nor  relevant.  The  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  did  not  contain  a  detailed  demographic  analysis  of  the  YBC  area.  The 
demographic  information  contained  in  that  document  was  from  the  1970  U.S.  Census,  the 
1975  South  of  Market  Statistical  Abstract  (prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning),  and  the  1981  South  of  Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier 
(prepared  by  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research).  This  information  provided 
some  information  about  the  types  of  persons  residing  in  YBC,  but  did  not  constitute  a 
detailed  demographic  analysis. 

The  SEIR  uses  updated  demographic  information  from  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  and  other  sources  (see  SEIR  pp.  56  and  57)  to  provide  the  necessary  context 
for  analyzing  the  population  and  housing  impacts  associated  with  the  project.  This 
information  is  considered  to  be  adequate  for  purposes  of  this  EIR. 

Comment 

...and  the  thing  I  think  is  new  is  as  a  major  employment  center  the  city  attracts  those  who  want  to 
live  close  to  where  they  work.  Then  the  next  sentence,  San  Francisco's  large  gay  community  has 
contributed  to  a  relatively  strong  housing  demand  as  has  the  city's  immigrant  community... I  don't 
think  before  we  have  used  sexual  orientation  as  something  to  consider  in  housing.  (Susan 
Bierman) 
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Response 

The  SEIR  includes  references  to  the  gay  community  because  this  segment  of  the 
population  has  contributed  to  the  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco.  The  SEIR  does  not 
attempt  to  use  sexual  orientation  as  a  housing  consideration,  but  to  characterize  the  housing 
market  in  San  Francisco. 

RENT  STABILIZATION 

Comment 

...page  52. ..the  sentence,  the  latter  includes  a  relatively  large  stock  of  small  rental  units  in  older 
buildings  that  provides  one  of  the  few  sources  of  housing  for  low  income  households.  I  think 
maybe  it  should  have  an  additional  sentence  that  says  the  City's  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance 
covering  most  of  these  units  is  probably  why  they're  still  affordable.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  San  Francisco  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance  is  one  factor  in 
sustaining  the  City's  stock  of  lower-cost  housing. 

AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 

Comment 

"...  Page  103.  YBC,  under  the  revised  Main  Program,  would  have  a  deficit  of  about  2,020 
housing  units. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  that  the  City-wide  Tax 
Increment  Affordable  Housing  Program,  of  which  you  are  justly  proud,  in  three  years  of 
operation  has  created,  according  to  the  best  estimate  of  your  staff,  some  1,400  permanently 
affordable  housing  units  in  San  Francisco,  both  apartments  and  SRO's.  You  are  contemplating 
approving  an  environmental  impact  report  with  no  mitigation,  failing  to  address  a  2,020  housing 
unit  deficit.  This  one  project  will  exceed  all  of  the  good  that  has  been  done  in  affordable  housing 
production." 


C&R.31 


XIII.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"One  of  the  major  battles  that  have  occurred  before  the  Planning  Commission.. .has  been  for  the 
first  time  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  a  Master  Plan  policy  that  actually  designates, 
by  affordability  level,  targets  of  affordable  housing  production  over  the  next  five  year  period. 
The  data  included  in  this  EIR  totally  ignores  that.  When  we  say  there  is  a  2,020  unit  deficit  we 
have  no  idea  because  of  the  methodology  used  in  this  section  does  not  get  into  the  affordability 
levels  of  those  units.  The  object  is  to  try  to  match  the  known  job-generating  work  force  with 
housing  able  to  be  afforded  by  the  best  methodology  that  we  can,  based  upon  what  the  earnings 
of  that  work  force  will  be. 

"The  Planning  Commission  struggled  mightily  to  get  as  close  a  match  as  possible  on  Mission 
Bay  and  broke  down,  at  affordability  levels,  the  necessary  housing  needed  to  be  built  within  the 
project  area  and  throughout  the  city  to  mitigate  the  known  employment  demand  of  Mission  Bay's 
work  force. 

"This  document  should  do  the  same.  Because  it  may  well  be  that  all  2,020  of  these  units  are 
deeply  affordable  or  that  they  are  all  moderately  affordable.  In  terms  of  defining  policy  and 
allocations,  the  bare  minimum  that  this  should  require  of  this  document  is  to  ascertain  what 
needs  --  what  housing  needs  are  going  to  be  unmet  at  what  affordability  level. 

"The  document  needs  to  expand  itself  to  show  how  the  Agency  and  how  this  project  is  going  to 
be  consistent  with  the  Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program.  300,000  square  feet  of 
new  office  space  has  been  added.  OAHPP  is  exempted  from  Proposition  M.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  that  exemption  of  Proposition  M  and  the  impact  that  it  may  have  on  defining 
housing  impacts  at  all.  The  document  should  be  amended  to  discuss  the  special  nature  of 
commercial  office  development  in  Redevelopment  Areas."  (Calvin  Welch) 

"...page  S-3.  It  is  talking  about  new  requirements  that  will  be  met  by.. .making  the 
Redevelopment  Area  to  be  congruent  with  Planning  Code  requirements... it  doesn't 
mention.. .OHPP... but  in  the  whole  document  it's  not  clear  to  me  that  any  attention  has  been 
given  to  the  OHPP."  (Susan  Bierman) 

"...the  requirement  of  which  have  already  been  made  by  development  in  YBC  to  date.  As  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  knows  the  Use  Tax  Increment  Fund  requires  a  set  aside  for 
a  minimum  of  20  percent  for  affordable  housing.  The  last  time  we  visited  this  question  with 
YBC,  winch  I  believe  was  some  two  years  ago,  the  dollar  amount  was  somewhere  in  the 
neighborhood  of  two  and  a  half  to  three  million  dollars,  has  already  accrued  three  years  ago  in 
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terms  of  that  requirement  for  affordable  housing  based  upon  the  tax  increment  used  in  YBC.  A 
full  discussion  and  an  accounting  of  that  amount  should  be  made."  (Calvin  Welch) 

Respoase 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  projects  within  the  City's  redevelopment  areas, 
such  as  YBC,  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  M.  However,  office 
buildings  that  have  been  approved  in  YBC  since  the  November  1986  passage  of 
Proposition  M  count  toward  the  annual  citywide  ceiling  on  square  footage. 

YBC  is  not  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance,  but  as  a  matter  of  policy,  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  applies  the  same  formula  to  development  projects  within  YBC 
(except  for  CB-1  where  all  funds  generated  are  directed  to  construction  of  the  "Gardens"  on 
CB-2).  Thus,  projects  within  YBC  contribute  the  same  proportion  of  affordable  housing  as 
projects  that  are  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance.  The  funds  collected  by  the 
Revdelopment  Agency  are  used  for  affordable  housing  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.  As  stated  on  SEIR  pp.  100  through  102,  the  Revised  Main 
Program  would  create  a  number  of  housing  opportunities.  A  total  of  2,500  housing  units, 
including  1,520  market  rate  units  and  980  affordable  units,  would  be  within  YBC.  This 
represents  an  additional  580  market  rate  units  and  30  affordable  units  over  what  would  be 
provided  in  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  Approximately  40  percent  of  the  all  units 
within  YBC  would  be  considered  affordable. 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  103,  when  comparing  projected  housing  demand  to  the  number  of 
housing  units  that  would  be  provided  by  the  project,  a  deficit  of  about  2,020  housing  units 
within  YBC  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Since  this  deficit  would 
comprise  both  affordable  and  market  rate  units,  it  would  be  incorrect  to  assume  that  all  of 
these  units  would  need  to  be  affordable.  Rather,  the  proportion  of  affordable  and  market 
rate  housing  units  that  would  be  needed  would  depend  on  the  distribution  of  income  levels 
of  YBC  employees.  As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  105,  84  percent  of  the  new  employment  within 
YBC  would  be  office  jobs,  while  4  percent  would  be  in  the  cultural  facilities  and  12 
percent  would  be  in  retail  and  commercial  establishments.  Although  some  of  these 
employees  would  qualify  for  affordable  housing,  it  would  be  speculative  to  attempt  to 
determine  the  demand  for  affordable  housing  that  would  result  from  this  project.  YBC  is  a 
much  smaller  area  of  the  City  than  Mission  Bay  and  determining  the  affordability  of 
housing  units  within  a  job/housing  balance  context  does  not  represent  the  real  effects  of  the 
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project.  YBC,  unlike  Mission  Bay,  does  not  approach  the  concept  of  being  a  self- 
contained  community  within  San  Francisco.  The  entire  focus  of  the  planning  process  for 
YBC  has  been  to  integrate  the  redevelopment  area  into  downtown  San  Francisco. 
Therefore,  to  analyze  the  affordability  of  housing  units  for  YBC  employees  within  YBC 
would  not  be  appropriate  and  it  would  be  speculative  to  assume  that  this  project  would 
nullify  what  has  been  accomplished  through  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  Tax  Increment 
Affordable  Housing  Program. 

San  Francisco's  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  states  as  one  objective  to  provide 
new  housing  for  all  income  groups  in  appropriate  locations  and  as  another  objective  to 
provide  affordable  housing  particularly  to  low-  and  moderate-income  households. 
However,  the  element  presents  no  specific  targets  for  amounts  of  affordable  housing.  As 
stated  above,  housing  affordability  is  an  issue  usually  determined  through  the  comparison 
of  housing  prices  and  income  levels.  As  income  or  housing  prices  profile  change,  so  do 
affordability  levels.  It  should  be  noted  that  it  is  policy  makers  who  ultimately  define 
affordability  levels  and  determine  housing  affordability  needs.  Although  information 
provided  in  this  SEIR,  including  the  number  of  affordable  and  market-rate  units  and  jobs 
that  will  be  created  through  implementation  of  this  project,  may  be  used  to  identify  future 
housing  demands  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  it  is  not  the  intent  of  CEQA  for  policy 
decisions  to  be  carried  out  through  the  EIR  process.  Instead,  the  data  contained  in  this 
document  may  be  used  by  policy  makers  in  establishing  affordability  standards  and 
determining  affordable  housing  demands. 

The  State  Tax  Increment  Law  provides  for  a  contribution  to  affordable  housing  of 
20  percent  of  the  increase  in  property  tax  base.  This  amount  is  in  addition  to  the  funds 
collected  under  the  same  formula  as  the  OAHPP  described  above.  These  funds  also  are 
used  for  affordable  housing  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Although  the  issue  regarding  the  accounting  of  State  Tax  Increment  Funds  as  related  to 
YBC  is  important,  this  issue  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  EIR  since  it  is  not  an  issue  that 
would  result  in  a  physical  impact. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  TRAFFIC  CHARACTERISTICS 
Comment 

"Note  that  in  the  section  on  Traffic  Characteristics  (pp.  62-63)  there  is  no  mention  of  the  special 
needs  of  the  resident  population  which  includes  elders  and  persons  with  disabilities."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

Response 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  Traffic  Characteristics  section  on  SEIR  p.  64: 
Special  Transportation  Needs  of  Vicinity  Residents 

The  resident  population  in  the  YBC  vicinity  includes  elderly  people  and  persons  with 
physical  disabilities.  Special  transportation  needs  for  this  component  of  the 
population  relate  to  ease  of  access  to  public  transit  and  pedestrian  amenities.  Current 
MUNI  service  in  the  area  include  some  buses  (9X-San  Bruno  Express  and  15-Third) 
that  are  wheelchair  accessible  and  mat  "kneel"  (i.e.,  lower  the  front  of  the  bus)  to 
allow  easier  access  for  passengers.  Other  buses  (14-Mission,  30- Stockton,  and  45- 
Union/Stockton)  do  not  have  these  capabilities.  The  14-Mission  and  30-Stockton  are 
scheduled  to  be  upgraded  to  have  the  greater  accessibility  within  the  next  few 
years./10a/  As  stated  above,  the  west  sidewalks  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market 
and  Howard  Streets  currently  operate  in  impeded  conditions.  In  response  to  this 
condition  and  to  the  need  of  the  resident  population  that  use  these  sidewalks,  the  City 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  undertook  a  study  of  pedestrian  conditions  on 
Fourth  Street.  The  study  recommended  various  improvements  to  the  west  sidewalks 
including  sidewalk  widenings,  removal  or  relocation  of  sidewalk  obstructions,  such 
as  newspaper  racks,  and  closure  of  the  Fourth  Street  access  driveways  for  the  Fifth 
and  Mission  Street  garage ./10b/ 

The  following  notes  are  added  to  SEIR  p.  65: 

/10a/  Annette  Williams,  MUNI,  telephone  conversation,  March  24,  1992. 

/10b/  Koorosh  Hariri,  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
telephone  conversation,  October  18,  1990.  Fourth  Street  Streetscape  Study  was 
prepared  February  1990. 
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In  addition,  the  following  listing  is  added  to  the  Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted  list 
under  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  on  SEIR  p.  165: 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Annette  Williams 

WORST-CASE  ANALYSIS 
Comment 

"The  pedestrian  impact  analysis  does  not  include  projection  of  'major'  and  'maximum'  attendance 
levels  for  simultaneous  events,  festivals,  conventions,  etc.  which  the  Main  Program  is  clearly 
intended  to  accommodate.  The  only  such  reference  is  the  paragraph  on  the  'Effects  of  Large 
Scale  Conventions'  on  page  1 15.  It  makes  cursory  assumptions  without  any  basis  or 
documentation.  In  general  the  analysis  is  based  on  regular  weekday  patterns,  ignoring  the 
obvious  fact  that  the  heaviest  use  of  the  Gardens  will  likely  occur  on  weekends. 

"A  'major  attendance  level'  scenario  needs  to  be  identified  and  assessed  which  includes,  for 
example,  a  Saturday  afternoon  with  full  use  of  all  convention  space,  full  attendance  at  the 
cultural  facilities  performances,  and  a  high  level  of  use  of  all  the  other  Gardens  and  cultural 
facilities  in  the  area.  In  practice  this  may  well  occur  50  days  a  year. 

"A  'maximum  attendance  level'  scenario  needs  to  be  identified  and  assessed  which  includes  full 
use  of  the  convention  center  for  a  'consumer  show,'  or  a  major  outdoor  festival  in  the  Gardens.  In 
practice  this  may  well  occur  12  days  a  year."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

Analyses  of  transportation  effects  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  reflect  average  (i.e.,  usual) 
levels  of  activity  projected  for  the  year  2000  in  the  YBC  area.  The  activity-level  scenarios 
suggested  by  the  commenter  would  be  exceptions  to  usual  conditions  and  would  occur 
infrequently.  The  "major  attendance  level"  scenario  cited  by  the  commenter  as  being  likely 
to  occur  50  days  per  year  would,  in  fact,  not  be  expected  to  occur  that  frequently  (i.e.,  one 
day  every  weekend).  Convention  activity  at  the  Moscone  Center,  according  to  the  Center's 
Events  Coordinator,  is  about  90%  trade  shows  and  other  association  meetings  that  are  not 
open  to  the  public.  These  conventions  do  not  attract  attendance  at  the  level  of  a  convention 
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open  to  the  public,  such  as  MacWorld  or  the  Auto  Show.  The  public  shows,  which 
comprise  about  10%  of  the  conventions  held  at  Moscone  Center,  attract  the  largest  number 
of  people;  MacWorld  attracts  the  highest  number  of  people  and  the  Auto  Show  (a  week- 
long  show  around  Thanksgiving)  attracts  the  second  highest  number  of  people./l/ 

The  Moscone  Center  expansion,  as  described  in  its  Initial  Study  (see  SEIR  p.  9),  will 
permit  the  holding  of  one  large  convention,  with  about  1,000  daily  attendees  above  current 
maximum  attendance,  or  two  small  conventions,  with  a  combined  attendance  less  than  a 
large  convention  in  the  existing  Moscone  Center.  This  change  would  not  have  a  noticeable 
effect  on  transportation  impacts  described  in  the  SEIR. 

CEQA  requires  a  conservative  assessment  of  potential  environmental  impacts.  The 
analysis  of  a  rare  absolute  worst-case  condition  is  not,  however,  required,  and  in  fact,  could 
be  counterproductive  because  the  mitigation  measures  needed  to  reduce  these  absolute 
worst-case  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance  could  result  in  inappropriate  capacity- 
expanding  actions  that  would  not  be  needed  the  great  majority  of  the  time.  For  example, 
traffic  conditions  during  a  "maximum  attendance  level"  scenario  could  trigger  the 
construction  of  additional  travel  lanes  that  could  reduce  sidewalk  space  and  encourage 
more  people  to  drive  to  the  area  instead  of  using  public  transit  or  another  alternative  mode 
of  transportation. 

Another  reason  why  analysis  of  a  "maximum  attendance  level"  scenario  is  not  appropriate 
is  that  this  infrequent  scenario  would  typically  occur  on  a  weekend.  Weekend  conditions 
in  the  YBC  area  are  better  than  during  the  afternoon  peak  period  on  weekdays,  because 
employment-generated  commuter  traffic  does  not  occur. 

I\l     Julie  Burford,  Events  Coorindator,  Moscone  Center,  telephone  conversation, 
March  23,  1992. 

PEDESTRIAN  CONGESTION  AND  SAFETY 
Comment 

"The  'block  by  block'  impact  analysis  of  pedestrian  congestion  is  an  inadequate  methodology, 
because  it  ignores  the  plain  fact  the  worst  congestion  occurs  at  the  corners  of  intersections  where 
pedestrian  queue,  and  within  the  intersection  crosswalks  themselves  because  they  are  'travelable' 
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of  course  only  half  the  amount  of  time  the  sidewalks  are.  This  should  be  obvious  to  a 
professional  analyst,  and  is  frequently  referenced  in  EIR's,  so  that  its  omission  here  is 
inexplicable. 

"Pedestrian  congestion  conditions  need  to  be  assessed  for  each  corner  in  the  Gardens  area,  and 
each  crosswalk  leading  to  the  Gardens,  for  all  three  levels  of  attendance  as  described  above.  A 
diagram  depicting  the  specific  problem  areas  that  will  be  identified  is  certainly  needed. 

"There  is  no  discussion  at  all  of  pedestrian  safety  issues,  in  generally  or  specifically.  As  noted  by 
many  commenters,  the  DSEIR  de  novo  analysis  ignores  the  fact  [that]  1,700  elderly  and  disabled 
residents  live  in  the  immediate  YBC  area,  and  that  this  population  must  include  many  with 
mobility  impairments  of  every  kind  who  are  particularly  vulnerable  to  pedestrian  congestion.  It 
is  also  a  medical  fact  that  the  elderly  are  far  more  susceptible  to  serious  injuries  due  to  'falls', 
both  because  they  are  more  likely  to  fall  for  many  reasons  (poor  eyesight,  frailty,  slowed 
coordination,  etc.),  and  because  of  osteopathic  impacts  of  aging. 

"The  general  discussion  of  pedestrian  congestion  levels  in  Appendix  C  is  obviously  incomplete 
because  it  includes  no  technical  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  various  levels  on  such  a  vulnerable 
population.  Thus  its  generalization  that  'impeded'  is  an  acceptable  general  design  level  may  be  in 
fact  wrong  for  YBC  taking  into  account  the  resident  population."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

The  analysis  in  the  SEIR  of  pedestrian  flow  conditions  in  the  project  area  used  sidewalks 
as  study  locations  to  be  consistent  with  all  previous  environmental  assessments  of  the  YBC 
development  program  (i.e.,  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement).  The  commenter  is  correct  that  crosswalks  generally  have  higher 
pedestrian  flows  than  sidewalks,  but  because  the  available  width  of  walking  space  on 
sidewalks  is  usually  smaller  (due  to  obstructions,  such  as  poles,  planter  boxes,  and 
newspaper  racks),  the  quality  of  pedestrian  flow  is  not  always  worse  on  crosswalks  than  on 
sidewalks.  The  analysis  of  pedestrian  conditions  in  the  transportation  study  for  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Street  parking  garage,  for  example,  indicated 
that  the  existing  flow  regime  in  the  westside  crosswalk  across  Mission  Street  at  Fourth 
Street  is  impeded,  which  matches  the  impeded  flow  regime  that  currently  exists  on  the 
west  sidewalk  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets  (see  Table  12  on  SEIR 
p.  108). 
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For  a  discussion  of  worst-case  levels  of  attendance  at  Moscone  Center  and  other  YBC  uses, 
please  see  the  response  to  the  comment  titled  WORST-CASE  ANALYSIS. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  special  needs  of  the  resident  population,  please  see  the  response  to 
the  comment  titled  SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  TRAFFIC  CHARACTERISTICS. 

PUBLIC  TRANSIT 

Comment 

"Social  characteristics  of  the  project  area  indicate  that  public  transportation  (MUNI  bus  service, 
paratransit  services)  is  an  essential  lifeline  for  a  low-income  population.  In  addition,  the  DSEIR 
does  not  address  disruptions  in  public  transportation  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project 
nor  is  there  mention  of  mitigation  measures  to  address  the  need  for  increased  public 
transportation  due  to  a  projected  increase  in  public  use."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  116,  the  closure  of  travel  lanes,  or  the  blockage  of  lanes  by  queued 
trucks,  could  occur  during  construction  phases  of  the  project,  and  that  MUNI  bus  lines 
would  be  affected  by  these  closures/blockages.  On  SEIR,  pp.  140  and  141,  mitigation 
measures  that  could  be  implemented  by  the  City  are  identified,  including  improvements  to 
transit  services. 

ACCIDENT  ANALYSIS 

Comment 

"When  the  pedestrian  congestion  data  that  will  be  produced  per  above  [PEDESTRIAN 
CONGESTION  AND  SAFETY]  is  matched  by  locality  to  the  traffic  intersections  congestion 
analysis  already  presented  in  the  DSEIR,  this  will  obviously  identify  the  most  dangerous 
locations  for  both  traffic  accidents  and  auto/pedestrian  accidents.  This  is  an  essential  analysis 
omitted  by  the  DSEIR."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 
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Response 

The  incidence  of  traffic  accidents  and  auto/pedestrian  accidents  at  intersections  is  indirectly 
related  to  vehicular  volumes  and  congestion  at  the  intersection  and  to  pedestrian  volumes 
and  congestion  in  the  crosswalks.  The  higher  these  volumes  are,  the  greater  the  potential 
for  conflicts  between  vehicles  and  between  vehicles  and  pedestrians  and,  therefore,  the 
greater  potential  for  accidents.  High  volumes  and  congestion,  however,  do  no  necessarily 
lead  to  the  occurrence  of  accidents  at  intersections.  Other  factors  must  be  considered  when 
judging  the  relative  safety  at  an  intersection  because  they  have  a  causal  effect  on 
intersection  accidents,  including  accidents  within  crosswalks.  Those  factors  are  travel 
speed,  roadway  width  and  traffic  control  devices.  The  level  of  traffic  control  to  assign  the 
right-of-way  to  conflicting  traffic  streams  (either  conflicting  vehicle  streams  or  conflicting 
vehicle  and  pedestrian  streams)  plays  an  important  role  in  the  incidence  of  intersection 
accidents.  For  example,  with  a  high  traffic  volume,  signal  control  of  vehicles  is  safer  than 
stop-sign  control,  and  additional  signal  control  (Walk-Don't  Walk)  of  pedestrians  reduces 
the  occurrence  of  accidents  involving  pedestrians  in  crosswalks.  The  existence  or  absence 
of  traffic  sign  control  (e.g.,  No  Turns  on  Red)  at  intersections  also  affects  the  potential  for 
vehicle-pedestrian  accidents  in  crosswalks.  Therefore,  the  simple  numerical  analysis 
requested  by  the  commenter  would  not  permit  conclusive  statements  about  dangerous 
locations  for  accidents  in  the  YBC  area. 

TRAFFIC  CONGESTION 

Comment 

"Page  1 19.. .It  says  by  the  year  2000...  heavy  congestion  on  the  [Golden  Gate]  Bridge  would  last 
about  two  hours.  And  I  just  can't  believe  that  people  will  really  be  driving  30  miles  an  hour.  It's 
more  like  10  or  stopped.  The  Bridge  traffic  is  going  to  be  jammed,  I  think. 

"...paragraph  [on  page  120]  says,  travel  speed  of  less  than  30  miles  an  hour  and  heavy  congestion 
on  the  [Bay]  Bridge.  Any  of  us  who  have  been  in  congestion  on  the  Bridges,  you're  not  traveling 
at  30  miles  an  hour,  you're  stopping  and  going  or  you're  traveling,  just  creeping."  (Susan 
Bierman) 
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Response 

The  analysis  of  conditions  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  Bay  Bridge  in  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR  reflected  average  conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak  period,  not  at  the  time  of  an  incident 
(accident,  stalled  vehicle).  The  worst  congestion  associated  with  the  Bay  Bridge  occurs  on 
the  approaches  to  the  bridge,  not  on  the  bridge  itself.  The  constraints  on  the  approaches 
serve  to  meter  the  flow  onto  the  bridge. 

AIR  QUALITY 

METHODOLOGY 
Comment 

"Local  Air  Quality  analysis  is  based  on  computer  modeling  rather  than  actual  field  measurements 
of  existing  conditions  in  YBC.  This  is  legally  inadequate.  Local  air  quality  must  be  tested  in  a 
statistically  valid  manner  to  establish  the  'Setting'  for  projections,  and  to  determine  if  the 
computer  projections  of  the  'Setting'  and  'Impacts'  analyses  are  in  fact  accurate.  Mitigation 
measures  must  include  annual  local  air  quality  field  testing  to  make  sure  that  in  the  future  the 
local  impacts  do  not  actually  significantly  exceed  the  projected  levels."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba 
Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

As  called  for  by  the  City  and  as  requested  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District  (BAAQMD)  staff  for  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Mission  Bay  EIRs,  future  roadside 
conditions  in  the  project  vicinity  were  modeled  using  a  revised  version  of  Modified  Linear 
Rollback  (MLR). 

MLR  is  an  air  quality  mathematical  model  which  assumes  that  "hot  spot"  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  concentrations  are  proportional  to  CO  emissions  from  motor  vehicles.  Carbon 
monoxide  monitoring  was  conducted  at  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  Street  intersection  in  1985 
for  a  program  to  calibrate  San  Francisco's  MLR  model,  which  is  used  to  estimate  CO 
concentrations  at  intersections.  The  modeling  program  monitored  CO  concentrations 
during  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  at  the  same  time  as  traffic  counts  were  taken 
at  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection;  the  times  were  selected  based  on  worst-case  traffic 
conditions.  The  ratio  between  CO  emissions  and  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  passing 
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through  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection  was  estimated  for  1985  using  actual  motor 
vehicle  emission  factors  for  1985.  By  using  the  actual  emission  factors  for  any  year,  CO 
concentrations  can  be  predicted  with  reasonable  accuracy.  MLR  is  based  on  actual 
measurements  of  both  air  quality  and  traffic  flows  at  the  same  intersection,  and  establishes 
a  formula  localized  to  San  Francisco's  relatively  slow  moving  traffic. 

The  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection  is  the  baseline  intersection  from  which  CO 
concentrations  at  other  intersections  are  scaled.  CO  concentrations  at  other  intersections 
are  forecast  based  on  their  traffic  volumes  and  the  mathematical  relationship  between 
traffic  volumes  and  CO  concentrations  established  at  the  baseline  intersection.  Because  the 
mathematical  relationship  established  through  hot  spot  modeling  is  expected  to  remain 
relatively  constant  over  time,  and  because  the  model  is  updated  to  use  actual  emission 
factors  for  each  year  and  future  emission  rates  are  updated  periodically  by  the  California 
Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  and  the  BAAQMD,  the  1985  hot  spot  modeling  program  is 
still  expected  to  be  a  valid  method  of  projecting  intersection  CO  concentrations  throughout 
San  Francisco  including  the  YBC  area. 

Most  California  jurisdictions  use  the  CALINE  4  model,  which  has  been  deemed  to  be 
sufficient  by  both  the  California  ARB  and  the  BAAQMD.  This  model  could  also  be  used 
in  San  Francisco  but  is  somewhat  less  accurate  for  highly  urbanized  areas.  This  model  has 
not  been  calibrated  for  urban  areas  as  has  San  Francisco's  MLR  model. 

The  project's  emissions  inventory,  shown  in  SEIR  Table  15  on  p.  129,  was  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  emissions  factors  and  assumptions  contained  in  the  B  AAQMD's  Guidelines, 
which  were  also  based  on  forecasts  and  assumptions  derived  from  actual  measurements. 

The  mitigation  measure  suggested  by  the  commenter  would  not  serve  to  reduce  any 
identified  air  quality  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  No  project-specific  air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  above  computer-generated  analyses  were  identified  as 
significant  impacts;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  necessary  for  these  less-than- 
significant  impacts. 
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SEISMICITY 

EARTHQUAKES 
Comment 

"The  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  was  60  miles  away  from  the  South  of  Market,  unusually 
deep  -  10  miles  -  in  the  earth's  crust,  and  unusually  brief  --  15  seconds  -  in  duration. 

"A  Hay  ward  Fault  earthquake  is  ready  to  happen  anytime,  perhaps  during  the  1990's.  It  would  be 
two,  or  three,  or  six  times  closer  in  distance,  and  closer  to  the  surface.  Its  shaking  could  last  at 
least  twice  as  long.  As  a  result  of  this  combination  of  factors,  its  South  of  Market  impact  could 
easily  be  10  times  worse. 

"The  South  of  Market  Neighborhood  is  terribly  at  risk  to  future  earthquakes,  perhaps  more  than 
any  other  San  Francisco  neighborhood,  for  three  interrelated  reasons: 

•  "Soil  Conditions 

•  "Unreinforced  Masonry  Buildings  -  Brick  Buildings 

•  "Combustible  Materials  -  'Conflagration'"  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"The  DSEIR  does  not  address  needed  repairs  for  sidewalks  and  streets  damaged  by  the  1989 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  asserting  that  the  South  of  Market  area  is  likely  to  experience 
ground  shaking  much  greater  in  intensity  than  that  experienced  during  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.  As  discussed  on  SEIR  pp.  69  and  70,  earthquakes  of  magnitude  similar 
to  (or  greater  than)  the  1989  earthquake  could  occur  on  the  San  Andreas,  Hay  ward, 
Calaveras,  or  Greenville  faults.  As  noted  in  the  SEIR,  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  analyzed 
seismic  impacts  for  an  8.4  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  fault,  a 
6.9  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  Hay  ward  fault,  a  7.3  magnitude  earthquake  on  the 
Calaveras  fault,  and  a  7.1  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  San  Gregorio  fault,  and  described 
potential  damage  that  is  generally  greater  than  that  experienced  due  to  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake.  This  information  is  incorporated  by  reference  in  this  SEIR  as  is  the 
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information  on  seismicity  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
(as  summarized  on  DSEIR  pp.  68-70). 

The  commenter  also  is  correct  in  the  assertion  that  the  South  of  Market  area  is  more 
vulnerable  to  seismic  hazards  than  some  other  portions  of  the  City.  As  described  on  SEIR 
p.  70,  groundshaking  intensities  in  the  YBC  area  would  vary  from  B  (Violent)  to 
D  (Strong)  on  the  five-point  San  Francisco  intensity  scale.  Figure  15  on  p.  94  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  shows  the  expected  groundshaking  intensities  in  the  project 
area  and  is  included  as  Appendix  G  to  this  document.  Older  development  in  the  South  of 
Market  includes  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  and  businesses  that  use  hazardous 
materials,  both  of  which  are  factors  that  increase  the  potential  hazards  due  to  earthquakes. 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  the  comment  on  MITIGATION  MEASURES:  SEISMICITY 
for  a  new  mitigation  measure  for  seismic  hazards. 

With  regard  to  the  comment  that  the  SEIR  does  not  address  the  need  for  repair  of  the 
sidewalks  and  streets  damaged  by  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  those  repairs  are  not 
associated  with  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  are  not  relevant  to  the  SEIR. 

SUBSURFACE  INFORMATION 

Comment 

"The  Department  of  Conservation's  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (DMG)  is  concerned  that  the 
geologic  information  and  mitigations  presented  in  the  DSEIR  do  not  adequately  substantiate  the 
zoning  decisions  presented  in  the  plan.  Although  the  additional  geotechnical  studies  planned  for 
specific  building  sites  may  propose  adequate  mitigate  for  foundation  conditions,  DMG  feels  that 
the  geologic  constraints  should  be  considered  in  planning  the  layout  of  zoned  uses  at  the  site. 
DMG  cannot  adequately  review  and  comment  on  the  potential  threat  to  public  safety  for  the 
project  due  to  the  lack  of  subsurface  geologic  information  presented  in  the  DSEIR.  We 
recommend  that  the  Final  EIR  contain  additional  geologic  information  that  addresses  the 
geologic  hazard."  (Stephen  Oliva) 
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Response 

The  SEIR  updates  and  summarizes  information  contained  in  the  previous  environmental 
analyses  for  YBC.  As  noted  on  SEIR  p.  70  and  p.  A-37,  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  discuss  the  geologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  and  the  general 
response  of  the  site  to  earthquakes.  That  information  has  not  changed  since  their 
publication.  Those  documents  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  are  available  for  review  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco.  The  SEIR 
summarizes  the  information  contained  in  those  documents,  but  refers  the  reader  to  those 
sources  for  more  detailed  information.  To  include  the  subsurface  geologic  information 
from  previous  environmental  documentation,  Appendix  G  to  this  document  contains  a 
copy  of  Figure  1 5  from  p.  94  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  which  includes 
information  on  the  areas  of  potential  seismic  hazards  within  YBC.  This  information  was 
also  mailed  directly  to  DMG  staff  at  their  request  during  the  public  review  period. 

The  comment  that  geologic  constraints  should  be  considered  in  planning  the  layout  of  uses 
at  the  site  is  noted. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 

POPULATION  AND  HOUSING  -  AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 
Comment 

There  is  to  be  no  more  affordable  housing  built  in  YBC  (except  for  TODCO's  small  30  unit 
Woolf  House  addition)!  The  Main  Program  includes  seven  sites  for  880  new  market  rate  housing 
units.  But  it  does  not  recommend  any  "inclusionary"  affordable  housing  in  these  projects,  nor 
any  'in  lieu'  fee  option  for  their  developers. 

Worse  yet,  the  Main  Program  does  not  extend  the  City's  "Office/ Affordable  Housing  Production 
Program"  to  the  remaining  YBC  office  sites.  800,000  sq.  ft.  of  highrise  office  space  is  proposed 
for  the  two  sites  flanking  the  new  Museum  of  Modern  Art  on  EB-2.  At  the  current  City  OAHPP 
fee  level  of  about  $6  per  square  foot,  these  office  towers  should  generate  $4,800,000  for 
affordable  housing  development. 
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This  additional  funding  is  critically  needed  for  low-income  housing  development  in  the  Sixth 
Street  Earthquake  Recovery  Redevelopment  Area  nearby,  which  has  already  utilized  $7.5  million 
of  YBC  office/housing  mitigation  fees. 

Also,  the  EIR  omits  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  1988  "policy  commitment"  to  assist  TODCO 
to  develop  at  least  35  units  of  senior  housing  as  replacements  for  the  former  Jessie  Hotel  on 
CB-1.  And  the  YBC  Project's  "Financial  Plan"  still  has  not  been  clarified  and  updated  to  assure 
that  20%  of  all  of  its  tax  increment  funds  have  been  and  will  be  applied  for  affordable  housing 
development,  as  required  by  State  Law. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Adopt  the  OAHPP  program  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  for  future 
Yerba  Buena  Center  office  projects  (as  was  recently  done  for  the  Rincon  Point/South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Area). 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Adopt  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District  'inclusionary'  housing/in 
lieu  fee  requirements  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  for  future  YBC  market  rate  housing 
developments. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Include  the  1998  Jessie  Hotel  replacement  housing  commitment  as  a 
mandatory  mitigation  measure. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Include  as  an  Appendix  a  current,  updated  Project  Financial  Plan,  based  on 
the  "Main  Program"  accounting  for  all  YBC  housing  funds  by  source  and  application. 
(John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

As  indicated  on  SEIR  p.  100,  a  total  of  2,500  housing  units  would  be  within  YBC  as  a 
result  of  total  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  This  includes  approximately 
1,520  market  rate  units  and  about  980  subsidized  units,  which  represents  about  40  percent 
of  all  housing  units  within  YBC.  This  percentage  of  subsidized  units  within  YBC  is  not 
considered  to  be  a  significant  impact;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

Although  YBC  is  not  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance,  projects  within  YBC,  except  for 
projects  on  CB-1,  contribute  the  same  proportion  of  funds  for  affordable  housing  as 
projects  that  are  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance  under  existing  Redevelopment  Agency 
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policies.  The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  the  amount  of  money  that  would  be  generated 
for  affordable  housing  development  using  the  OAHPP  formula. 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  used 
approximately  $7.5  million  generated  by  development  within  YBC  for  use  in  the  Sixth 
Street  Earthquake  Recovery  Redevelopment  Area.  Part  of  this  money  has  been  used  to 
develop  35  units  of  senior  housing  that  replaced  the  units  in  the  Jessie  Hotel  on  CB-1. 

The  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  are  not  necessary  since  the 
equivalent  of  OAHPP  is  being  implemented,  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel  units  have  already 
been  replaced,  and  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  SEIR.  In  addition,  the 
suggested  appendix,  which  may  include  some  information  valuable  to  decision  makers  and 
members  of  the  public,  is  not  information  related  to  physical  environmental  impacts  and, 
thus,  is  not  necessary  in  this  SEIR. 

GENERAL  TRAFFIC  MEASURES 

Comment 

"a.     a  study  of  anticipated  traffic  flow  with  controls  for  pedestrian  circulation  and  safety 

"b.    plans  to  accommodate  pedestrians  during  all  aspects  of  the  project  construction  phase 

"c.     designate  an  individual  to  coordinate  all  traffic  concerns  in  order  to  centralize  coordination 
and  analysis  and  serve  as  a  liaison  to  the  community 

"d.     examination  of  all  pedestrian  walkways  and  streets  for  structural  integrity  and  safety 

"e.     protocols  established  to  increase  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  San  Francisco 
Police  Department  personnel 

"f.     a  study  should  be  conducted  of  all  earthquake  damaged  streets  and  sidewalks  and  a  plan 
formulated  to  effect  repairs 

"g.    pedestrian  safety  is  imperiled  on  the  west  side  of  4th  Street  south  of 

"h.    Mission  Street  at  the  Mission  Street  Garage  due  to  exit  and  egress  of  vehicles  across 
pedestrian  walkway,  alternate  plans  for  safe  circulation  of  vehicles  is  needed 

"i.     provisions  to  address  disruptions  in  public  transportation  during  the  construction  phase 

"j.     plans  and  protocols  to  increase  public  transportation  in  the  project  area 
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"k.     plans  and  protocols  to  police  MUNI  bus  zones  to  keep  them  free  of  vehicles  which  block 

access 

"1.     increase  pedestrian  crossing  intervals  at  intersections 

"m.    study  location,  size  and  effectiveness  of  traffic  control  signs  posted  at  intersections 

"n.    plans,  protocols  and  funding  for  traffic  control  and  pedestrian  safety  measures  during 
heavily  attended  events."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  include  actions  that  are: 
(1)  addressed  by  measures  in  the  SEIR;  (2)  an  on-going  responsibility  of  the  City  or 
another  agency  not  related  to  the  project  being  evaluated;  (3)  being  considered  for 
implementation  by  the  City  as  a  result  of  the  October  1990  Fourth  Street  Pedestrian  Study; 
(4)  a  call  for  further  study,  which  in  itself  would  not  mitigate  adverse  conditions;  (5)  not 
relevant  to  the  EIR  process;  or  (6)  currently  in  place.  Category  (1),  comments  b.,  c,  i.,  and 
j.,  are  addressed  on  SEIR  p.  140  by  the  measures  that  require  coordination  with  City 
agencies  during  construction  phases  and  transportation  brokerage  services,  and  measures  to 
improve  public  transportation  in  the  City.  Category  (2),  comment  d.,  is  an  on-going 
responsibility  of  the  City,  and  comment  n.  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Moscone  Center  in 
coordination  with  the  police  department.  Category  (3),  comments  g  and  1.,  were  evaluated 
as  part  of  the  Fourth  Street  Pedestrian  Study.  Various  improvements  to  pedestrian 
amenities  and  safety  were  recommended  by  this  study,  including  widening  the  west 
sidewalk  from  Market  Street  to  Howard  Street,  eliminating  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking 
Garage  access  driveways  on  Fourth  Street,  and  a  traffic  signal  at  Fourth  and  Minna  Streets. 
Implementation  of  these  improvements  generally  will  be  tied  to  the  construction  of  nearby 
projects,  if  approved,  such  as  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  Expansion  and  the 
Pacific  Center  Retail/Office  project  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Fourth  and  Market  Streets. 
Category  (4),  comments  a.,  f.,  and  m.,  are  studies,  which  as  stated  above,  would  not 
mitigate  adverse  conditions.  Category  (5),  comment  e.,  is  not  relevant  to  the  EIR  process. 
Category  (6),  comment  k.,  was  recently  enacted  by  the  City  in  an  attempt  to  keep  bus  stops 
free  of  parked  vehicles  to  allow  buses  to  reach  the  curb. 
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PEDESTRIAN  SAFETY 
Comment 

"For  traffic  and  transportation,  an  additional  Mitigation  Measure  needs  to  be  included:  The  City 
could  adopt  legislation  to  establish  a  'senior/disabled  passenger  zone'  subcategory  of  'white  zones' 
for  violation  of  which  fines  and  towaway  requirements  would  be  the  same  as  for  bus  zones.  This 
would  greatly  reduce  the  frequent  problem  of  illegal  parking  in  white  zones  at  senior  residences 
and  other  facilities  which  prevents  paratransit  vans  and  emergency  vehicles  from  being  able  to 
safely  handle  elderly/disabled  passengers."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

"General  mitigation  measure[s]  must  be  added  that: 

"Architectural  design  will  be  adjusted  by  SFRA  to  resolve  identified  hazardous  locations 
with  the  Gardens; 

"The  City  will  adjust  the  sidewalks,  crosswalks,  signalization,  etc.  as  necessary  to  resolve 
the  hazardous  locations  identified  in  the  surrounding  area. 

"SFRA  will  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  require  private  property  owners  to  adjust 
public  circulation  areas  within  their  control  or  impact  (including  their  lessees)  to  resolve 
any  hazardous  identified  locations  (usually  at  building/business  entrances,  driveways, 
etc.)."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"Issues.. .we  feel  need  to  be  addressed.. .traffic,  pedestrian  safety  and  transportation,  including 
studies  and  mitigation  measures  to  improve  pedestrian  safety,  access  to  public  transportation  and 
a  coordinated  process  to  address  these  concerns."  (Jane  Kensler) 

Response 

The  call  for  City  legislation  is  not  a  comment  on  the  EIR;  therefore,  a  response  is  not 
appropriate.  The  second  comment  generally  refers  to  details  of  project  design;  final  design 
of  project  components  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  other 
responsible  agencies  prior  to  approval.  For  a  discussion  of  the  City's  recent  Fourth  Street 
Pedestrian  Study  and  the  value  of  studies  as  mitigation  measures,  please  see  the  response 
to  the  comment  titled  GENERAL  TRAFFIC  MEASURES. 
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SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  DESIGN  FEATURES 
Comment 

"The  DSEIR  is  lacking  in  an  analysis  of  the  needs  of  persons  with  disabilities.  Special 
considerations  must  be  made  for  persons  with  disabilities  and  it  is  estimated  that  approximately 
25  percent  of  the  residents  of  the  Yerba  Buena  area  are  disabled. 

"The  condition  of  sidewalks  and  other  pedestrian  circulation  routes  and  streets  must  be 
considered.  Curb  cuts,  tree  grates,  standpipes  and  other  obstacles  present  serious  safety  hazards 
for  the  disabled. 

"Adhering  to  basic  standards  required  by  law  is  insufficient  to  adequately  address  safety  and 
access  for  disabled  persons.  Another  major  consideration  is  overall  projects  design. 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     all  curb  cuts,  sidewalks,  pedestrian  circulation  walkways  and  access  routes  should  surpass 
existing  laws  and  standards  to  provide  the  best  possible  design  and  safety  features 

"b.     all  street  corners  should  contain  two  curb  cuts  directly  placed  within  the  crosswalks,  or  one 
wide  cut  bisecting  the  corner 

"c.     all  building  and  garden  entrances  and  project  architectural  foci  should  include  disabled 

access 

"d.     all  design  plans  should  be  reviewed  by  the  DPW  accessibility  task  force,  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Community  Development  and  advocates  for  the  disabled  community."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

"...access  for  persons  with  disabilities,  including  access  and  design  issues."  (Jane  Kensler) 
Response 

It  is  acknowledged  that  persons  with  disabilities  exist  within  the  YBC  area.  Development 
under  the  Revised  Main  Program  is  not  expected  to  result  in  worse  conditions  with  respect 
to  the  mobility  of  persons  within  YBC.  Final  design  of  project  components  will  be 
reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  other  responsible  agencies 
prior  to  approval.  The  review  of  project  components  includes  the  effect  that  final  design 
will  have  on  persons  with  disabilities. 
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INCREASED  TRANSPORTATION 
Comment 

"The  recommended  mitigation  in  the  TODCO  comments  for  'increased  transportation  for  existing 
Adult  Day  Health  Facility'  is  not  necessary;  such  transportation  is  currently  adequate."  (John 
Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measure  identified  in  this  comment  was  not  included  in  the  correspondence 
sent  by  TODCO  during  the  public  comment  period.  No  change  to  the  SEIR  is  warranted. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Comment 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     a  study  should  be  conducted  to  ascertain  the  incidence  of  respiratory  disease  in  the  resident 
population 

"c.     studies  to  monitor  increases  in  air  pollution  from  vehicle  emissions  as  well  as  pollutants 
from  construction  should  be  conducted  at  regular  intervals  with  contingencies  for  times 
when  acceptable  levels  are  exceeded 

"d.     standards  for  acceptable  levels  of  air  pollution  must  be  higher  than  those  used  for  general 
population  given  the  incidence  of  respiratory  ailment  in  the  resident  population 

"e.     funding  should  be  provided  to  clean  streets,  buildings  and  windows  in  the  area  to  mitigate 
pollutants  generated  during  construction  phases  of  the  project."  (Philip  Klasky) 

"...  air  quality,  including  comparison  studies,  contingencies  for  when  air  quality  standards  are 
exceeded,  considering  and  monitoring  the  incidents  of  respiratory  illness  of  the  specific  segments 
of  the  resident  population,  which  is  great,  given  that  it  is  a  predominantly  senior  and  disabled 
population."  (Jane  Kensler) 
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Response 

The  commenters  have  proposed  several  mitigation  measures  to  be  included  in  the  SEIR. 
Suggested  mitigations  to  study  the  incidence  of  respiratory  disease  in  the  resident 
population  would  not  serve  to  reduce  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
air  quality  standards  employed  in  the  SEIR  have  been  established  by  the  State  of  California 
to  protect  public  health  and  welfare  and  are  not  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  SEIR.  The 
standards  are  conservative  in  that  they  are  set  at  levels  below  which  the  general  popultion 
would  begin  to  experience  adverse  health  effects. 

No  project-specific  air  quality  impacts  attributable  to  automobile  emissions  were  identified 
as  significant  impacts;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  necessary  for  this  less-than- 
significant  impact.  Dust  emissions  from  project  construction  are  identified  as  a  significant 
impact,  and  mitigation  measures  proposed  on  SEIR  p.  141  would  reduce  these  air  quality 
impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  no  additional  mitigation  measures  or 
contingencies,  such  as  monitoring  of  construction  dust  emissions  or  funding  the  cleaning 
of  nearby  streets  and  businesses,  are  warranted  in  the  SEIR.  The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  be  required  to  establish  a  program  to  monitor  implementation  of  this  dust  control 
measure  if  the  measure  is  included  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  approval. 

SEISMICITY 

Comment 

"The  Draft  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  'Subsequent  EIR'  now  under  review  does 
make  a  new  Finding  of  Significant  Environmental  Impact  with  regard  to  seismic  hazards,  which 
therefore  requires  adoption  of  feasible  mitigation  measures,  as  described  below. 

"C.    Comprehensive  community  emergency  preparedness  plans  must  be  completed  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center  and  the  western  South  of  Market. 

"This  requirement  should  be  included  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  in  the  YBC  EIR 
now  under  preparation,  and  included  in  the  revised  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  City 
Master  Plan  now  under  preparation.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  can  fund  the  modest 
expense  required,  and  should  proceed  to  do  so  in  1992-1993. 

"D.    The  Moscone  Center  Mass  Care  Facility  Plan  must  be  rewritten  to  prepare  for  a  major 
earthquake,  including  coordinated  emergency  use  of  all  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  public 
facilities. 
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"This  requirement  should  be  included  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  in  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Area  EIR  now  under  preparation  and  included  in  the  revised  Community 
Safety  Element  of  the  City  Master  Plan  now  under  preparation.  Every  square  foot  of  every 
public  building  and  park  in  the  Gardens  will  be  needed.  To  avoid  chaos,  a  comprehensive 
advance  plan  must  be  prepared.  Issues  of  emergency  food  supplies,  sanitation,  security, 
medical  staff,  and  electrical  power  need  special  attention."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"The  DSEIR  is  seriously  lacking  any  discussion  of  hazard  mitigation  measures  in  the  case  of  an 
earthquake  disaster.  The  DSEIR  needs  to  consider  disaster  preparedness  and  response  with 
special  consideration  for  the  most  vulnerable  segments  of  the  area  population. 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     a  comprehensive  study  and  development  of  disaster  preparedness  and  response  plans 
should  be  conducted  and  would  include: 

"*  a  study  of  the  structural  integrity  of  all  mass  care  and  casualty  care  facilities 

"*  a  study  of  staffing  protocols,  training,  accessibility  and  supplies  for  all  first  aid 
facilities 

"*  the  SFRA  should  direct  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  to  conduct  periodic 
drills  to  test  Yerba  Buena  neighborhood  preparedness  and  response  involving  the 
SFFD,  EMS  and  the  community 

"*  an  analysis  of  accessibility  for  the  disabled  of  all  disaster  relief  facilities 

"b.    plans  should  be  developed  to  supply  designated  community  disaster  relief  facilities 

"c.     hazard  mitigation  measures  must  consider  the  resident  population,  employees  and  visitors 
to  the  area  at  various  times  of  the  daytime  and  evening."  (Philip  Klasky) 

"...seismicity  and  hazard  mitigation.  Particularly,  the  development  of  a  Neighborhood 
Preparedness  and  Response  Plan,  analysis  of  the  existing  disaster  relief  facilities,  staff  protocols, 
supplies  and  training."  (Jane  Kensler) 

"The  'rule  of  thumb'  is  that  after  a  major  earthquake  each  neighborhood  will  be  'on  its  own'  for 
three  full  days  —  no  electric  power,  no  food  deliveries,  at  best  only  emergency  help  for  medical 
injuries  and  police  security,  and  so  on. 

"An  analysis  of  citywide  preparedness  planning  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  Plan.  To  summarize 
critical  factors  for  the  South  of  Market: 
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While  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  is  the  designated  'mass  care  facility'  for  the  central 
city,  it  will  be  totally  inadequate  for  a  large  earthquake  that  may  require  emergency 
housing  for  10,000  evacuees  in  the  Tenderloin  and  South  of  Market. 

The  Hall  of  Justice  will  be  a  major  staging  area  for  post-quake  security  forces. 

Emergency  neighborhood  medical  care  is  totally  unplanned,  and  no  hospital  facilities  are 
nearby. 

The  Salvation  Army  facilities  which  are  concentrated  in  the  South  of  Market  will  be  a 
major  emergency  supplies  resource.  But  the  Red  Cross  has  no  local  community  base  of 
operations  or  plan  as  of  yet. 

The  YBC  community  is  unusually  well  prepared  due  to  its  large  scale,  professionally- 
staffed  housing  complexes.  The  Yerba  Buena  Consortium  has  an  active  earthquake 
preparedness  planning  program  focused  on  the  special  needs  of  the  elderly  and  disabled." 
(John  Elberling,  TODCO) 


Respoase 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  currently  updating  the  Community  Safety  Element  of 
the  Master  Plan.  A  draft  for  public  review  is  expected  to  be  presented  to  the  Planning 
Commission  in  early  1993.  Similar  to  the  existing  Community  Safety  Element,  the 
updated  Element  is  a  policy  level  plan  and  not  a  response  plan. 

The  City  does  have  an  Emergency  Operations  Plan,  which  consists  of  a  compilation  of 
individual  plans  of  separate  City  departments.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  is  the 
coordinator  for  the  Emergency  Operations  Plan.  Provisions  related  to  emergency  shelter, 
which  is  included  in  the  Emergency  Operations  Plan,  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Social 
Services  Department. 

As  part  of  a  package  of  resolutions  recommended  by  the  Special  Earthquake  Recovery 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  adopted  on  April  16,  1990,  it  is  a  policy  of  the 
City  to  "encourage"  neighborhood  response  plans  (File  Number  270-90-5.4  and  270-90- 
5.7).  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  has  a  position,  which  is  currently  vacant,  for  a 
neighborhood  liaison.  As  noted  in  the  comment,  YBC  is  an  unusually  well-prepared 
neighborhood  with  respect  to  emergency  services.  A  YBC  Emergency  Response  Plan 
could  be  prepared  as  a  neighborhood  response  plan. 
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The  following  new  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  142  of  the 
SEIR: 

•      In  conformance  with  the  City's  policy  to  encourage  the  preparation  of  neighborhood 
emergency  response  plans,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  and  coordinate 
the  preparation  of  a  comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  for  the  YBC  area.  The 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  could  consist  of  individual  plans  applicable 
to  each  building  or  complex  in  the  project  area,  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  owners  of  each  building  or  complex,  and  a  comprehensive  component,  prepared 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  would  coordinate  the  individual  emergency 
response  plans.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  should  review  the  neighborhood 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  periodically  and  integrate  it  into  emergency 
response  planning  for  San  Francisco.  The  neighborhood  emergency  response  plan 
should  include  the  following  components: 

employee  organization; 

employee  training; 

communications; 

equipment  and  supplies; 

procedures; 

command  post; 

building  survey; 

evacuation; 

medical; 

security;  and 

clean-up. 

ALTERNATIVES 
ALTERNATIVE  B 
Comment 

"...page  144... I  just  don't  think  those  alternatives  are  quite  right.  Somehow  or  other  Mayor  Select 
Committee  has  more  to  do  with  the  Gardens  than  are  given  credit  for  here."  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  bullet  regarding  Alternative  B  that  is  part  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  144  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on 
Yerba  Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  []CB-2,  a 
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convention  center,  a  recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2.  and  about  three  million 
square  feet  of  office  space. 

APPENDIX  A:  INITIAL  STUDY 

POLICE  SERVICES 

Comment 

"For  Community  Services,  a  specific  mitigation  measure  needs  to  be  added  which  will  require 
SFRA  to  extend  the  coverage  of  its  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  security  force  to  include  the  public 
sidewalks  in  the  immediately  surrounding  area.  An  updated  Setting  analysis  is  needed,  which 
would  document  the  extensive  problem  with  'car  boosting'  in  the  YBC  area  winch  will  definitely 
impact  future  Gardens  visitors  who  use  street  parking  as  well,  and  may  actually  harm  the 
economic  viability  of  the  entire  Gardens  project  if  not  addressed  in  this  manner.  SFPD  resources 
are  too  limited  for  this  purpose."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

"Some  exhibitors  who  use  the  Moscone  Center  for  conventions  and  events  provide  additional 
funding  for  traffic  control  officers  yet  there  is  no  mention  of  a  specific  policy  relating  to  this 
provision.  In  addition,  there  is  no  provision  for  mitigation  of  impacts  by  other  events  which  are 
not  associated  with  a  corporate  sponsor  or  other  responsible  entity  but  would  impact  heavily  on 
traffic  circulation  and  pedestrian  safety. 

"The  DSEIR  does  not  address  the  need  for  augmenting  existing  security  in  the  area.  The  influx 
of  vehicles  and  visitors  will  result  in  an  increase  in  crime  which  will  interfere  with  the  ability  of 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  to  protect  the  resident  population.  Traffic  congestion  will 
delay  the  response  time  of  emergency  medical  vehicles  and  tax  the  capacity  of  EMS  services  for 
the  resident  population. 

"A  private  security  force  limited  to  the  immediate  environs  of  the  project  and  concentrating  on 
commercial  aspects  of  security  would  not  be  an  adequate  substitute  for  SFPD  personnel. 

"a.     protocols  and  funding  should  be  secured  to  obtain  additional  SFPD  presence  in  the  form  of 
beat  officers  and  other  SFPD  personnel 

"b.    protocols  and  funding  should  be  secured  to  obtain  additional  EMS  capacity  for  the  project 
area."  (Philip  Klasky) 
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...safety  and  security,  including  plans,  funding  and  protocols  to  increase  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  and  Parking  Control  personnel  in  an  already  dangerous  area.  (Jane  Kensler) 

Respoase 

As  stated  in  Appendix  A  on  SEIR  p.  A-48,  a  mitigation  measure  of  the  project  would  be  to 
provide  an  internal  security  force  at  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  (under  Recreation/Entertainment 
Park).  This  security  force  would  augment  the  patrols  performed  by  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Department  in  YBC.  The  setting  with  respect  to  police  services  in  YBC  was 
updated  in  the  Initial  Study  prepared  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32). 
Therefore,  a  separate  section  in  this  SEIR  regarding  police  services  is  not  warranted. 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  there  is  no  specific  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  policy  regarding  the  funding  of  additional  traffic  control  officers  during 
conventions  and  special  events  at  Moscone  Center.  Since  the  Moscone  Center  is  already 
built  and  operating,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  be  able  to  impose 
additional  mitigation  measures  on  the  convention  facility. 

The  Initial  Study  that  was  prepared  for  this  SEIR  concluded  that  previous  environmental 
documentation  adequately  discussed  the  affects  of  development  in  YBC  on  police  services 
(see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32).  The  applicable  mitigation  measures  from  previous 
environmental  documentation  also  are  included  in  the  Initial  Study.  Two  additional 
mitigation  measures  designed  to  alleviate  adverse  impacts  to  police  services  also  have  been 
included  in  the  project  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-48). 
One  of  these  two  mitigation  measures  addresses  the  need  to  provide  secure  parking 
facilities  within  YBC.  Therefore,  no  additional  analysis  or  mitigation  measures  regarding 
police  services  are  warranted  in  this  SEIR. 

Medical  services  also  were  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-35). 
Since  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  potentially  significant  impacts  associated  with 
medical  services,  no  mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

As  stated  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32),  the  area  of  the  City  that 
includes  YBC  has  a  higher  average  of  major  offenses  than  the  City  as  a  whole.  The  Police 
Department  recognizes  the  need  for  additional  officers  to  respond  to  increased  frequency  of 
calls  for  service  in  YBC  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32).  The  effects  of  development  on 
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the  provision  of  police  services  could  be  mitigated  by  the  measures  included  in  the  Initial 
Study  and  the  previous  environmental  documentation. 

SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Comment 

"The  YBC  population  will  need  increasing  support  services  in  the  form  of  neighborhood  health 
services,  congregate  care  nutrition  programs,  day  health  services,  and  housing  with  on-site 
skilled  nursing  facilities. 

"The  impacts  on  the  neighborhood  are  manifold  since  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  is  located  within  a 
densely  populated  aging  residential  community  without  residential  services,  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  to  provide  support  services  for  this  population  should  be  considered  within 
the  DSEIR." 

"The  DSEIR  needs  to  consider  how  the  project  can  mitigate  impacts  on  the  resident  population 
and  assume  a  civic  responsibility  to  area  low-income  elders  and  disabled  persons. 

"Within  the  plan  for  a  project  designed  to  enhance  the  social,  cultural  and  commercial  climate  of 
San  Francisco  there  must  be  a  component  which  addresses  the  acute  needs  of  the  neighborhood. 

"The  establishment  of  a  Multi -Purpose  Community  Center  for  all  segments  of  the  resident 
population  with  its  location  within  CB-2  could  become  a  focus  of  social  services  and  recreation 
for  the  neighborhood.  Funding  for  the  center  could  be  defined  by  a  formula  based  on  a  per  unit 
per  year  subsidy  for  low-income  residents  in  the  Yerba  Buena  area.  In  addition,  a  dedication  of 
net  income  from  the  CB-1  and  CB-2  commercial  complex  could  fund  the  services  provided  by 
the  multi-purpose  center. 

"The  planning  process  for  services  provided  by  the  Center  would  involve  all  elements  within  the 
Yerba  Buena  community  including  residents,  social  service  agencies,  multi-cultural  community 
leaders,  merchants  and  representatives  from  the  SFRA.  The  center  could  be  a  meeting  place  for 
community  events  and  house  a  variety  of  social  services  and  community  events. 
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"a.     a  study  of  existing  social  services  should  be  conducted 

"b.    plans  should  be  formulated  for  the  funding,  development  and  maintenance  of  a  multi- 
purpose community  center 

"c.     plans  should  be  formulated  for  the  dedication  of  funds  from  the  net  income  from  CB-1  and 
CB-2  commercial  development  to  be  used  for  support  services  for  the  low-income  elderly 
and  disabled  resident  population.  These  services  could  include 

*  social  service  information  and  referral 

*  counseling  and  support  services  for  medical  care,  in-home  support  services,  adult  day 
health  services,  services  for  the  disabled,  long-term  care,  housing,  employment, 
transportation  and  recreation 

*  locally  based  skilled  nursing  facility 

*  increased  transportation  for  existing  Adult  Day  Health  Facility 

*  locally  based  medical  response  team  and/or  gerontological  health  facility."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

"It  was  a  political  and  planning  decision  of  the  City  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  put  seven 
low-income  senior  residences  in  the  YBC  Neighborhood.  It  is  now  the  responsibility  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  provide  the  resources  that  they  need  as  a  result. 

"The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Financial  Plan,  upon  which  the  Main  Program  is  based  must  be 
amended  to  include: 

-  $500  per  unit  per  year  to  support  health  and  social  services  for  the  seven  low-income 
senior  housing  complexes  in  YBC  -  a  $674,500  annual  total. 

-  Dedication  of  any  net  income  from  the  CB-2  commercial  complex  to  funding  for  its  new 
Senior  Center. 

"EIR  Change  Needed:  The  Community  Services  mitigation  measures  assumed  from  the  1984 
Second  Supplement  are  inadequate,  based  on  completely  out-of-date  data,  and  need  to  be 
augmented  by  the  above  mitigation  measures  in  the  new  YBC  EIR,  which  needs  an  entire 
discussion  added  to  Setting  and  Impacts  for  Community  Services  to  deal  with  the  current 
realities."  (John  Elberling,  SFRG) 

"The  sections  on  social  characteristics  and  demographic  information  found  in  the  1982  Second 
Supplement  are  completely  missing  from  this  subsequent  EIR.  Since  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  is 
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located  within  a  concentrated  population  of  elders  and  disabled  persons,  the  project's  impact  on 
the  residential  population  will  be  dramatic  and  manifold.  We  feel  that  measures  to  mitigate  the 
project's  impact,  as  well  as  plans  to  provide  support  services  for  this  population,  should  be 
considered  within  the  report. 

"...  support  services  for  area  residents  and  development  of  a  multi-purpose  community  center. 
Funding  from  commercial  development  within  the  project  would  support  social  services  for  the 
resident  population  of  low  income  elderly  and  disabled  persons  and  support  the  development  of  a 
multi-purpose  community  center,  which  can  house  social  services,  recreation,  special  events  for 
all  segments  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Neighborhood."  (Jane  Kensler) 

Response 

The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  addressed  the  social  impacts  associated  with 
development  in  YBC  and  included  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  these 
impacts.  The  Initial  Study  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A  of  the  DSEIR)  updated  the 
social  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  aging  of 
the  YBC  population  is  not  considered  to  be  an  impact  of  the  project. 

A  multi-purpose  community  center  on  CB-2  is  a  permitted  land  use  under  the  existing  and 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plans.  The  planning  and  funding  for  a  community  center  within 
YBC  is  a  policy  matter  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

With  respect  to  community  services,  the  Initial  Study  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A- 
28  through  A-36)  discussed  the  current  community  services  within  YBC.  The  Initial  Study 
concluded  that  previous  environmental  documentation  adequately  discussed  the  effects  of 
development  in  YBC  on  community  services  and  that  no  additional  discussion  is 
warranted. 
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Since  publication  of  the  Initial  Study,  several  minor  changes  have  occurred  to  the  project 
description.  These  changes  have  not  resulted  in  the  need  to  analyze  additional  environmental 
topics.  The  project  description  changes  are  reflected  in  the  Subsequent  EIR. 
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NOTICE  THAT  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  June  20,  1991 


Co-Lead  Agency:        San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Contact  Person:         Thomas  G.  Conrad  Telephone:  (415)749-2400 

Co-Lead  Agency:       City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 

Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Contact  Person:         Barbara  W.  Sahm  Telephone:  (415)558-6397 


Project  Title:  91.355E      Project  Sponsor: 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Contact  Person: 

Helen  Sause 

Telephone: 

(415)  749-2400 

Project  Address:  Area  generally  bounded  by  Second,  Harrison,  Fourth  and  Market  Streets. 
Assessor's  Blocks  and  Lots:       All  of  blocks  3723,  3734,  375 1 ,  and  portions  of  blocks  3705, 

3706,  3707,  3722,  3724,  3733,  3735,  3750,  3752,  3763. 
City  and  County:     San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan, 
which  will  include  design  guidelines,  and  proposed  approval  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the 
Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  concerning  land  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  (YBC).  The  amended  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  initiates  a  parallel  planning  process 
that  make  the  Plan  congruent,  where  appropriate,  with  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use  designations 
of  relevant  elements  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code.  The  relevant 
Master  Plan  elements  are  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan,  specific  provisions  of 
which  are  being  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  are  relevant  portions  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.  The  amended  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  also  includes  the  reclassification  of 
Height  and  Bulk  districts  within  YBC  to  reduce  the  scale  of  future  development  and  to  better 
reflect  and  complement  the  scale  of  existing  and  potential  development  in  the  surrounding  area. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the 
criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study), 
15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the 
following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project, 
which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission:  July  22, 
1991. 

An  appeal  requires:    1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  appeal,  and; 
2)  a  $75.00  filing  fee. 


THOMAS  G.  CONRAD,  Chief,  Planning,  Housing  and  Programming 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM,  Environmental  Review  Officer 


ER5  6/85 


XIV.  Appendices 
A.  Initial  Study 

YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
INITIAL  STUDY 
91.355E 

L  INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  Initial  Study  is  to  focus  topics  requiring  analysis  in  a  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  based  on  a  review  of  environmental  documentation  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC).  The  proposed 
project  for  the  purpose  of  this  Initial  Study  consists  of  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Plan  to  be  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  between  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York.  The  proposed  project  is  outlined 
below. 

The  project  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR).  Case  91.355E,  consists  of  (1)  amendments  to  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Redevelopment  Plan), 
and  (2)  consideration  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreement  (DDA)  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd. 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBG  Ltd.),  a  California  limited  partnership  (the  managing  general 
partner  of  which  is  Olympia  &  York  -  YBG  L.P.,  an  affiliate  of  Olympia  &  York  Development, 
Limited,  of  Toronto,  Canada)  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  portion  of  YBC.  The  amendments 
to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  will  include  design  guidelines,  concern  the  incorporation  of 
the  goals,  policies,  and  objectives  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  SOM  Plan)  and  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code, 
and  the  redesignation  of  some  of  the  height  and  bulk  classifications  within  YBC  to  reduce 
allowable  height  and  bulk.  The  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  sets  the  scope  of 
development  on  Eastern  Block  2  (EB-2)  (see  Figure  2  for  designation  of  blocks  within  YBC); 
establishes  how  the  Redevelopment  Agency  will  receive  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of 
two  parcels  on  EB-2  to  Olympia  &  York;  establishes  that  YBG  Ltd.  will  no  longer  be  obligated 
to  develop  Central  Block  3  (CB-3)  and  that  the  Agency  will  assume  responsibility  for 
development  of  CB-3;  and  establishes  YBG  Ltd.'s  obligation  to  develop  retail  uses  on  Central 
Block  2  (CB-2)  and  their  right  to  develop  on  EB-2.  Other  aspects  of  the  YBC  project  are 
generally  the  same  as  those  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  certified  in  January, 
1983,  and  as  analyzed  in  the  Initial  Study  prepared  for  the  Moscone  Convention  Center 
Expansion,  dated  November,  1987. 
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The  location  of  the  project  in  a  local  and  regional  context  is  shown  in  Figure  1.  Block 
designations  for  YBC  and  the  project  boundary  are  shown  in  Figure  2  on  p.  A-5. 

BACKGROUND 

The  Redevelopment  Plan  was  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  California  Community 
Redevelopment  Law,  and  was  originally  adopted  and  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.  It  has  been  amended  on  six  occasions.  On  April  25,  1978,  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EE.77.220,  State  Clearinghouse  No. 
7801 1633),  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  YBC  FEIR.  was  certified  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  and  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission.  The  YBC  FEIR 
analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  then-proposed  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center  and  alternative  development  scenarios  for  the  entire  YBC.  On  July  21,  1981,  a  first 
supplement  to  the  YBC  FEIR  was  certified  (EE. 8 1.27),  and  on  January  4,  1983,  a  second 
supplement  was  certified  (82.35E),  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplements,  respectively.  The  two  supplemental  EIRs  updated  and  further  analyzed  in  greater 
detail  potential  development  for  certain  portions  of  YBC.  The  analysis  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  focused  on  a  Main  Program  (which  identifies  proposed  uses),  and  variants  to  the 
Main  Program,  for  YBC.  In  December,  1984,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  entered  into  a 
Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  with  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  (YBG) 
Associates,  a  California  limited  partnership,  the  sole  general  partners  of  which  were  Olympia  & 
York  (U.S.)  Development  Company,  L.P.,  Marriott  Corporation,  and  the  Rouse  Company.  The 
DDA  proposed  development  of  these  blocks  in  three  phases.  Phase  One  provided  for 
development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  on  CB-1.  Phase  Two  provided  for  development  of  the  CB-1 
office  building  and  entertainment  and  retail  uses  on  CB-2.  Phase  Three  provided  for 
development  of  EB-2.  The  developer  has  completed  Phase  One  and  with  the  renegotiations  of 
the  DDA  to  accommodate  the  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center,  Phase  Two  has  been  modified 
to  apply  to  the  CB-1  office  building  and  CB-2  retail.  Amendments  1  through  1 1  of  the  DDA 
provide  the  mechanisms  to  accomplish  the  Phase  One  and  Phase  Two  development.  The  DDA 
governs  the  development  and  operation  of  a  mixed-use  development  on  approximately  24.5 
acres  of  land  in  the  central  portion  of  YBC  (CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2).  By  the  Ninth 
Amendment  to  the  DDA,  YBG  Associates'  interest  in  the  DDA  was  assigned  to  YBG  Ltd.  By 
the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  YBG  Ltd.  was  restructured  to  include  Marriott  Corporation 
as  a  general  partner  of  YBG  Ltd.  The  DDA  contemplated  a  development  program  similar  but 
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not  identical  to  the  Main  Program  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  its  Supplements.  At  the  time 
of  approval  of  the  DDA,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  adopted  findings  pursuant  to 
CEQA  that  the  uses  authorized  in  the  DDA  were  analyzed  in  the  environmental  documentation 
and  adopted  mitigation  measures. 

The  original  DDA  created  a  parking  parcel  underneath  CB-2.  To  allow  expansion  of  the 
Moscone  Convention  Center  into  the  area  previously  reserved  for  parking,  the  Fourth 
Amendment  through  the  Seventh  Amendment  to  the  DDA  provided  that  Olympia  &  York  would 
release  the  CB-2  parking  parcel,  thus  making  possible  the  underground  expansion  of  convention 
exhibit  hall  and  meeting  rooms  on  that  block.  The  amendments  also  provided  for  release  of  a 
portion  of  the  EB-2  Residential  Parcel  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation  on  CB-1.  It  also  set  forth 
a  process  and  a  deadline  for  renegotiation  of  the  uses  permitted  on  the  surface  of  CB-2  and,  as 
applicable,  on  CB-3  to  resolve  issues,  among  others,  relating  to  the  redesign  of  surface  uses, 
operation  and  maintenance,  the  scope  and  timing  of  development,  parking,  and  servicing 
facilities.  The  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study  (Moscone  Expansion  I.S.) 
examined  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  approval  of  the  Sixth  Amendment  and  found 
that  the  impacts  of  the  expansion  were  the  same  as  those  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  no  new 
EIR  was  required. 

Under  the  Ninth  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  YBG  Associates  assigned  all  of  its  interest  in  the 
DDA  to  the  new  partnership  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  L.P.  (general  partners  are  Olympia  & 
York  -  YBG,  L.P.  and  the  Marriott  Corporation).  The  Ninth  Amendment  also  severs  the  hotel 
parcel  from  the  DDA.  As  a  result,  YBG  Associates  is  the  hotel  tenant  under  the  hotel  ground 
lease,  and  the  sole  general  partner  of  that  entity  is  either  The  Marriott  Corporation  or  an  affiliate. 

The  Tenth  Amendment  to  the  DDA  allows  The  Marriott  Corporation  to  withdraw  as  a  general 
partner  of  the  developer  under  the  DDA  (Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  L.P.),  which  leaves  Olympia  & 
York  -  YBG,  L.P.  as  the  sole  general  partner.  The  Eleventh  Amendment  to  the  DDA  addresses 
the  financing  and  other  related  issues  on  CB-1. 

The  Eleventh  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  was  approved  in  February  1991,  concerned 
aspects  of  financing  for  the  conveyance  of  the  office  building  parcel  on  CB-1  to  Olympia  & 
York.  The  environmental  effects  of  the  actions  contemplated  in  the  Seventh  through  Eleventh 
Amendments  were  covered  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

AMENDED  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

Downtown  Plan  and  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan  Requirements 

A  major  element  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  amending  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to 
include,  where  appropriate,  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use  designations  of  relevant  sections  of 
the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code  (the  provisions  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  in  effect  on  January,  1  1991).  The  relevant  sections  of  the  Master  Plan  are  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan,  provisions  of  which  would  be  incorporated  into  an 
amended  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  implemented 
through  the  use  of  design  guidelines.  As  the  implementation  tool,  design  guidelines  are 
considered  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Figure  3  on  p.  A-8  shows  the  existing  land  use  districts  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  Figure 
4  on  p.  A-9  shows  the  proposed  land  use  districts  in  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan.  The 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  incorporating  the  requirements  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  would  affect  only  those  parcels  not  currently  covered  by 
either  a  development  and  disposition  agreement  (DDA),  a  land  disposition  agreement  (LDA),  or 
an  owner  participation  agreement  (OPA).  Figure  5  on  p.  A- 10  shows  those  parcels  excluded 
from  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  requirements  by  virtue  of  these  agreements,  including 
parcels  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA.  For  those  parcels  not  subject  to  either  a  pre-existing  DDA, 
LDA,  or  OPA,  all  applicable  restrictions  and  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM 
Plan  zoning  classifications  as  implemented  in  the  City  Planning  Code  and  incorporated  into  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  would  apply.  In  addition  to  changes  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  land  use 
designations  reflecting  adoption  and  incorporation  of  pertinent  Master  Plan  elements,  a  new 
special  land  use  district,  YBC  (SD),  would  govern  future  development  on  CB-2  and  CB-3. 
This  special  district  would  allow  only  those  uses  currently  proposed  for  CB-2  and  CB-3  under 
the  provisions  of  the  YBG  DDA  and  amendments  thereto,  including  the  Phase  Three 
Amendment  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 

Incorporation  of  the  relevant  City  Planning  Code  requirements  that  implement  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  change  the  Land  Use 
and  Standards  for  Development  sections  of  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
affected  parcels.  The  density,  housing,  off-street  parking,  off-street  freight  loading  and 
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service  vehicle  parking,  and  open  space  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be 
revised.  In  addition,  the  City  standards  for  ensuring  user  comfort  in  public  spaces,  providing 
child  care  and  transportation  management  programs  in  connection  with  development  projects, 
and  ameliorating  the  impacts  of  commuting  in  downtown  areas,  would  become  part  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan.  Since  the  relevant  Downtown  Plan  provisions  primarily  relate  to  office 
uses  and  the  SOM  Plan  provisions  proposed  for  inclusion  primarily  relate  to  housing,  the  actual 
impact  associated  with  incorporation  of  these  plans  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  dependent 
on  the  particular  development  scenario  under  consideration. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  revise  the  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the  Redevelopment 
Plan  to  make  them  generally  compatible  with  the  height  and  bulk  limits  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  and  zoning  map  for  areas  contiguous  to  YBC.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  CB-2  and 
CB-3  would  comprise  a  YBC  Special  District  that  has  more  stringent  height  and  bulk  limits  as 
these  blocks  would  be  governed  by  the  terms  of  the  approved  DDA  rather  than  the  proposed 
YBC  Plan  height  and  bulk  requirements  for  the  YBC  Land  Use  Districts. 

PHASE  THREE  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  DISPOSITION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT  (DDA) 

The  changes  to  the  previous  project  that  are  embodied  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the 
DDA  represent  years  of  negotiation  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens  Ltd. 

The  DDA  is  an  agreement  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd. 
to  convey  three  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as  office,  hotel  and  retail 
buildings  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.;  to  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for 
development  as  retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  to  finance  the  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-1  and  CB-2.  The  projects  consist  of  a  750,000-square- 
foot  office  building  on  CB-1;  a  300,000-square-  foot  Museum  of  Modem  Art  and  a  500,000- 
square-foot  office  building  on  EB-2;  and  190,000  square  feet  of  retail  entertainment  uses  on 
CB-2.  The  proposed  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  would  revise  the  DDA,  as  it  exists 
through  the  Eleventh  Amendment,  as  follows: 
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XIV.  Appendices 
A.  Initial  Study 

•  It  would  set  the  scope  of  development  on  CB-2  and  EB-2.  The  Main  Program  in  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  proposed  development  of  700,000  square  feet  of  office 
space  on  EB-2.  The  project  proposes  development  of  about  800,000  square  feet  of  office 
space  on  that  block,  per  the  Phase  Three  Amendment. 

•  It  would  establish  how  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  receive  consideration  for  the 
conveyance  of  the  two  office  building  parcels  on  EB-2  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.,  and 
outline  the  uses  on  which  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  expend  the  funds,  including 
child  care  and  recreational  facilities. 

•  It  would  establish  that  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.  would  no  longer  be  obligated  to 
develop  CB-3  and  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  assume  responsibility  for 
development  of  CB-3. 

•  It  would  establish  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.  obligation  to  develop  the  proposed 
entertainment  and  retail  uses  on  CB-2  and  their  right  to  develop  on  EB-2  and  establish  a 
schedule  for  that  development. 

REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM 

The  Revised  Main  Program  outlines  what  development  could  occur  at  YBC  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA.  The 
following  components  were  considered  in  development  of  the  Revised  Main  Program:  1 ) 
buildout  of  the  approved  DDA;  2)  buildout  of  parcels  excluded  from  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plan  amendments;  3)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the  proposed  Phase  Three  Amendment  to 
the  DDA;  and  4)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use  designations,  height 
and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained  in  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments. 
Figure  6  presents  the  locations  of  the  uses  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Table  1  presents  a 
summary  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  uses  in  relation  to  what  is  currently  allowable  for 
development  on  each  block  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approved  for  development 
under  existing  development  agreements,  including  the  Olympia  &  York  DDA  through  the 
Eleventh  Amendment. 

A  comparison  of  the  total  square  feet  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the  approved 
development  in  YBC  shows  that  the  Revised  Main  Program  includes  333,400  more  square  feet 
of  office  space,  70  more  hotel  rooms,  32,000  more  square  feet  of  retail/commercial, 
90,400  fewer  square  feet  of  light  industry,  580  more  market-rate  housing  units,  30  more 
subsidized  housing  units,  100,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural  space,  51,400  fewer  square  feet 
of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space,  27,000  fewer  square  feet  of  open  space,  about 
700  more  private  parking  spaces,  and  about  300  more  public  parking  spaces. 
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has  not  yet  been  determined.  The  potential 
locations  of  uses  depicted  here  are  generalized 
and  are  not  meant  to  represent  eventual  locations. 
Please  refer  to  Table  2  for  floor  areas. 
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and  are  not  meant  to  represent  eventual  locations. 
Please  refer  to  Table  2  for  floor  areas. 
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II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  approval  of  the  Phase  Three 
Amendment  to  the  DDA  are  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the 
environment  that  have  been  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  review.  Most  aspects  of  the 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  and  development  program  have  been  analyzed  previously  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  in  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements,  and  in  the  Moscone  Expansion 
I.S.  Information  and  analyses  contained  in  these  reports  that  apply  to  the  proposed  project  are 
adequate  to  cover  potential  impacts  and  are  summarized  and  incorporated  by  reference  in  this 
Initial  Study.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  growth  in  the  C-3  and  nearby  districts  were  analyzed 
in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  updated  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs: 
current  information  on  housing  and  population,  economics,  and  transportation  contained  in 
these  area-wide  EIRs  will  be  summarized  and  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  YBC 
Subsequent  EIR.  as  appropriate.  In  addition  to  cumulative  impacts,  some  project-specific 
potential  effects  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  the 
YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  They  include:  land  use  and  planning;  project-related  employment, 
housing  and  population;  project-related  transportation  effects;  traffic-generated  air  quality 
effects;  seismicity;  and  hazards. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant,  mitigated  through 
measures  included  in  the  project,  or  adequately  covered  in  previous  environmental 
documentation  and  therefore  not  requiring  further  analysis.  As  discussed  in  Section  HI  starting 
on  p.  17,  these  items  require  no  further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR: 

Glare:  Although  additional  buildings  with  glass  facade  elements  would  be  constructed  as  part 
of  the  project,  no  new  impacts  would  occur  because  mirrored  glass  would  not  be  used. 
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Visual  Quality:  The  proposed  project  would  generally  maintain  or  reduce  existing  height  limits 
and  would  not  result  in  obstruction  of  scenic  views,  or  vistas,  cause  substantial  light  or  glare,  or 
result  in  substantial  negative  aesthetic  impacts. 

Wind  and  Shadow:  While  the  proposed  project  could  produce  changes  in  local  wind  patterns, 
these  potential  effects  have  been  discussed  adequately  in  the  YBC  FETR  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  Currently,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  requires  mitigation  of  potential  wind 
impacts  as  part  of  the  review  of  individual  building  proposals.  In  addition,  an  analysis  of  the 
impacts  associated  with  shadows  from  new  buildings  are  performed  by  developers  when 
enough  design  detail  is  known.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  additional  requirements  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  to  minimize  shadows,  maintain  sunlight  access  to  certain 
types  of  open  space,  and  limit  ground  level  wind  speeds  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated 
into  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Noise:  Construction  and  operational  noise  would  be  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  and  the  project  would  conform  to  the  Noise  Guidelines  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element  of  the  Master  Plan.  After  completion,  building  operation  and  project- 
related  traffic  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  levels  in  the  site  vicinity.  Any  potential 
impacts  including  noise  and  vibration  impacts  due  to  piledriving  are  analyzed  adequately  by  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  this  Initial  Study  and  do  not  require  further  review. 

Utilities/Public  Services:  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  the  cumulative  demand  for 
public  utilities  and  services  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  Such  impacts  anticipated  from 
cumulative  downtown  development  were  analyzed  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  and  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  no  significant  cumulative  impacts  were  identified.  Impacts  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  previously  analyzed  for  YBC. 
Moreover,  the  proposed  project  would  require  the  provision  of  various  public  services  by  the 
sponsors  of  individual  development  projects.  These  public  services  include  child-care,  job 
placement  and  training  programs,  and  transportation  management  programs. 

Biology:  The  project  area  is  developed  with  urban  uses  and  is  covered  with  impervious 
surfaces;  therefore,  the  project  would  not  affect  vegetation  or  wildlife.  This  topic  is  adequately 
analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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Hydrology:  The  potential  effects  associated  with  site  excavation  and  dewatering,  as  well  as 
mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  are  adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Geology/Topography:  Potential  local  subsidence  due  to  dewatering  and  foundation  structural 
problems  arising  from  the  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  underlying  YBC  have  been 
adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Water  Quality:  The  site  is  almost  completely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces;  therefore,  the 
project  would  not  affect  drainage  patterns  or  water  quality.  See  also  the  measures  referenced 
above  to  mitigate  the  potential  impacts  of  dewatering  and  excavation.  Project  effects  on  water 
quality  are  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Energy/Natural  Resources:  The  project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with  performance 
standards  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  Peak  electrical  energy  and  natural 
gas  use  would  coincide  with  PG&E's  systemwide  peaks.  Cumulative  and  indirect  effects, 
including  those  of  the  project,  are  addressed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

Prehistoric/Cultural/Historic  Resources:  It  is  likely  that  significant  or  potentially  significant 
cultural  resources  lie  buried  within  the  confines  of  YBC.  Mitigation  measures  to  provide  for 
on-site  archaeological  monitoring  during  subsurface  excavation  are  included  as  part  of  the 
project  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  This  Initial  Study  includes  additional  measures  to 
mitigate  any  impacts  associated  with  the  discovery  of  cultural  resources  during  construction 
activities  in  YBC.  A  number  of  buildings  within  YBC  have  been  identified  by  architectural 
and/or  historic  surveys  as  having  historic  or  architectural  interest  or  value.  Discussion  of  these 
resources  and  an  analysis  of  project  impacts  is  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC 
EIR  Supplement,  along  with  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  The  proposed  project  includes 
the  procedures  of  the  Downtown  Plan  for  designating  and  preserving  buildings  and  districts 
having  special  architectural,  aesthetic  or  historic  merit  within  the  C-3  District. 
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HI.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

The  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  will  incorporate  information,  as  appropriate,  from  Program  EIRs  that 
have  been  previously  published.  Most  of  that  information  is  related  to  the  impacts  of  past 
project  scenarios  in  YBC  and  to  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  growth  contained  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990,  Case  No.  86.505E),  South  of  Market 
Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989,  Case  No.  85.463E),  and  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
(Final  EIR  certified  October  18,  1984,  Case  No.  EE81.3).  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  covers  the 
impacts  of  potential  development  in  a  325-acre  area  just  south  of  the  greater  downtown,  from 
Townsend  Street  to  Mariposa  Street,  east  of  the  1-280  freeway.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
analyzes  impacts  of  development  under  the  proposed  South  of  Market  Plan  development 
controls  and  alternatives  in  the  area  generally  south  of  Mission  Street  to  the  Mission  Bay 
planning  area  and  east  of  U.S.  101  to  the  Rincon  Hill  area  east  of  Second  Street.  The 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  various  development  policy  alternatives  in  the  C- 
3  (Downtown)  zoning  districts  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIRs  include  the  most  current  estimates  of  employment 
growth  for  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  for  the  rest  of  the  City;  analysis  and  conclusions 
regarding  overall  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the  future;  analysis  regarding  cumulative 
seismic  effects  of  development;  and  new  cumulative  air  quality  information.  (The  term 
"Downtown  &  Vicinity"  means  the  C-3  District  and  the  areas  around  it:  South  of  Market, 
Mission  Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center,  and  the  Northeastern  Waterfront.  See  Mission 
Bay  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  pp.  IV.4-5).  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  contains  other  cumulative  impact 
information  regarding  topics  such  as  energy  consumption  that  also  is  applicable  to  YBC. 

Where  information  from  those  area-wide  EIRs  is  presented  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  it  will 
be  incorporated  by  reference  with  a  summary,  pursuant  to  CEQA,  Sections  21061  and  21 100 
(see  also  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section  15150).  Those  reference  documents  are  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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Not 

A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONES  AND  PLANS     Applicable  Discussed 

1)     Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 

changes  proposed  to  the  City.    X 

*   2)     Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.    X 

The  proposed  project  would  incorporate  most  City  Planning  Code  requirements  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  would  thus  comply  with 
these  requirements  where  applicable.  However,  portions  of  YBC  under  existing  agreements 
would  not  be  subject  to  those  requirements.  The  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to  the 
policies  of  the  Master  Plan,  including  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan,  and  provisions  of 
the  City  Planning  Code,  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 


B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

1)     Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?  X    X 

*  (b)   Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?  X    X 


The  proposed  project  site  is  located  south  of  Market  Street,  and  constitutes  an  enclave  between 
the  Downtown  Plan  Area  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  Area.  The  proposed  project,  which 
adds  more  office  space  and  residential  units  to  the  office  and  retail,  residential,  light  industrial, 
cultural,  and  open  space  uses  reviewed  for  the  site  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  would 
constitute  an  increase  in  the  intensity  of  the  prevailing  land  uses  on  the  site  and  in  the 
surrounding  area.  Land  use  compatibility  issues  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

2)     Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X  X 

The  topography  in  the  YBC  area  is  nearly  flat  and  slopes  gently  toward  the  south-southwest. 
The  steepest  slopes  occur  in  the  southeastern  portion  of  YBC  east  of  Third  Street.  The  current 
visual  character  of  YBC  is  dominated  by  the  flat  open  space  on  CB-2,  the  open  space  and 
rooftop  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-3,  the  high-rise  hotels  near  Market  Street,  the 
mid-rise  office  and  residential  buildings  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  area,  and  the  mid-  and 
high-rise  residential  buildings  west  of  Fourth  Street  and  south  of  Howard  Street. 

Most  of  the  YBC  area  is  visible  from  CB-2  and  CB-3.  The  foreground  of  the  view  toward  the 
north  from  these  two  blocks  includes  the  red  brick  facades  of  Saint  Patrick's  Church  and 
Rectory,  the  Mercantile  Building,  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation.  The  hotels  on  CB-1  and 
buildings  along  Market  Street  form  the  background  of  this  view.  The  Marriott  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens  Hotel  and  the  Le  Meridien  Hotel  are  the  tallest  structures  in  the  YBC  area.  From  CB-2 
and  CB-3,  these  structures  appear  similar  in  bulk  to  the  high-rises  of  the  downtown  office  core. 
The  view  to  the  northeast  from  CB-2  and  CB-3  includes  the  mid-rise  buildings  and  surface 
parking  lots  along  the  east  side  of  Third  Street  in  the  foreground  and  the  high-rise  buildings  of 
the  Financial  District  in  the  background.  Views  to  the  southeast  are  dominated  by  several  high- 
rise  office  buildings,  such  as  the  Pacific  Bell  building  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Folsom  and 
Hawthorne  Streets  and  Hawthorne  Plaza  on  the  east  side  of  Hawthorne  Street.  In  addition,  the 
St.  Francis  Place  mixed-use  development  is  also  visible  to  the  southeast.  Visible  to  the  south 
from  CB-3  are  the  mid-rise  office  and  residential  buildings  on  SB-2.  Views  to  the  southwest 
include  the  high-rise  residential  buildings  west  of  Fourth  Street. 

Conversely,  there  are  views  of  CB-2  and  CB-3  from  adjacent  blocks.  The  entrance  to  the 
Moscone  Center  on  the  south  side  of  Howard  Street  is  visible  from  WB-1,  WB-2,  CB-1,  CB-2, 
EB-1  and  EB-2.  Other  blocks  in  the  YBC  area  have  views  of  the  landscaped  open  space  on  the 
east,  south  and  west  sides  of  the  Moscone  Center. 
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The  YBC  area  has  a  variety  of  architectural  styles,  building  scale  and  bulk,  exterior  materials 
and  colors,  and  ground-level  amenities.  There  is  a  lack  of  cohesive  design  within  the  YBC 
area,  as  neighboring  buildings  do  not  always  complement  each  other  and  landscaping  is  present 
on  a  parcel-by-parcel  basis. 

Some  of  the  more  recently  constructed  buildings,  such  as  St.  Francis  Place,  Mendelsohn  House, 
and  Hawthorne  Plaza,  have  incorporated  landscaping  and  outdoor  seating  areas  into  the  design 
of  the  building.  This  contrasts  with  the  surface  parking  lots  and  vacant  buildings  on  other 
parcels  in  the  YBC  area. 

Some  new  development  in  YBC  would  be  subject  to  height  limits,  bulk  limits,  and  other  design 
constraints  presented  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  and  the  Redevelopment  Plan, 
as  amended  to  include  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan.  The  YBC 
FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  discuss  the  visual  impacts  associated  with  new 
buildings  in  YBC.  With  full  development  of  the  area,  the  visual  appearance  and  the  aesthetic 
experience  of  entering  and  viewing  YBC  from  all  points  would  be  changed.  The  impact  of  the 
development  would  be  magnified  due  to  the  location  of  YBC  along  entrance  routes  to  the  City 
from  points  east  and  south.  The  visual  pattern  of  existing  principal  streets  would  be  reinforced, 
as  buildings  would  form  medium-  and  high-rise  edges  along  most  of  the  block  faces  of  the  grid 
of  principal  streets.  Architectural  landmarks  would  be  apparent  in  the  pedestrian  concourse  and 
on  Mission,  Third,  and  Fourth  Streets.  The  quality  of  the  total  visual  image  would  depend  on 
the  architectural  and  design  review  procedures  and  standards  to  be  applied  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  on  the  form,  bulk,  materials  and  colors  and  buildings  that  have  not  yet 
been  designed,  and  on  the  interrelationships  of  such  buildings.  As  part  of  the  project,  new  and 
generally  reduced  height  and  bulk  classifications,  including  the  Downtown  Plan  S  Bulk  District, 
would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  would  lessen  any 
potential  future  visual  effect. 

The  focal  point  would  be  the  Central  Blocks  because,  as  a  unit,  they  occupy  the  most  surface 
area  in  YBC  and  are  adjacent  to  all  other  YBC  blocks  except  SB-4.  The  pedestrian 
concourse  would  provide  a  new  unifying  focus  and  link  from  the  Market  Street  gateway 
opposite  Grant  Avenue  to  the  convention  center  south  of  Howard  Street.  The  red 
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brick  pavement  of  the  Market  Street  side-  and  cross-walks  would  extend  southward  toward  the 
rehabilitated  red-brick  Jessie  Street  substation  and  the  red-brick  Saint  Patrick's  Church  in  CB- 1 . 
Plazas  and  sitting  areas,  with  trees  and  fountains,  would  contrast  visually  with  the  existing 
parking  lots  and  with  the  bare  walls  of  existing  buildings  exposed  by  past  demolition.  From 
within  YBC,  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  would  be  dominant,  occupying  a  large  portion  of  the  central 
blocks. 

Bridges  over  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  would  provide  pedestrians  access  to  CB-2  from  the 
5th/Mission  garage  and  the  Moscone  Center,  respectively.  These  could  be  considered  visual 
intrusions  when  seen  from  surrounding  streets  or  they  could  be  considered  statements 
identifying  YBC  and  the  activities  occurring  in  the  central  blocks.  The  City  Planning 
Commission  would  review  the  pedestrian  bridges  for  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan.  The 
Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  on  page  1.5.31,  states  as  a  principle  that  elevated 
pedestrian  levels  in  large  developments,  if  they  relate  visually  and  functionally  to  the  street 
level  pedestrian  system,  are  easy  to  find  and  use  and  contribute  to  the  consistency  of 
development.  The  visual  impact  of  the  bridges  were  analyzed  in  the  Moscone  Expansion  I.S. 
and  were  determined  not  to  be  significant.  Visual  impact  of  the  bridges  do  not  require  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  visual  impact  of  development  scenarios  similar  to  the  current  project  was  analyzed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  (pp.  225-232)  and  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pp.  1 16-120).  Visual 
impacts  were  not  considered  a  significant  effect  in  either  of  these  documents.  The  current 
project  would  not  result  in  obstruction  of  scenic  views  or  vistas.  Similarly,  the  project  would 
not  specifically  promote  uses  that  are  likely  to  cause  substantial  light  or  glare.  Therefore, 
development  under  the  current  project  would  not  be  considered  significant. 

3)     Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?  X   ,  X 

*  (b)   Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X   

(c)   Create  a  substantial  demand  for 

additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  X     


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Additional  employment  in  the  YBC  area  would  occur  under  the  proposed  project,  as  would  an 
increase  in  the  resident  population.  The  project  includes  the  redesignation  of  the  existing  land 
use  districts  on  five  blocks  of  YBC  to  conform  to  the  SOM  Plan  RSD  District.  The  RSD 
District  controls  are  intended  to  encourage  the  construction  of  high-density,  mid-rise  housing, 
including  residential  hotels  and  live/work  units.  In  addition,  were  the  Museum  of  Modern  Art 
to  abandon  its  plans  for  one  of  the  Eastern  Block  parcels  (EB-2B),  a  200,000-square-foot 
residential  structure  could  be  constructed.  Employment,  housing  and  population  will  be 
discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

4)     Transportation/Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 

substantia]  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?  X    X 

*  (b)   Interfere  with  existing  transportation 

systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patters  or  major  traffic 

hazards?  X     

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  X     

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?  X     

The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  on  existing  transportation  systems, 
including  pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  street  traffic,  transit  and  freight  loading  and  service 
vehicle  access.  Project  and  cumulative  impacts  on  transportation  systems  will  be  discussed  in 
the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  Transportation  system  impacts  of  the  project  would  be  reduced  by 
the  contemplated  adoption  and  incorporation  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan,  compared  to  development  under  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan. 
Several  of  the  Downtown  Plan's  major  substantive  provisions  concern  the  reduction  of  traffic  in 
the  downtown  core.  Both  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  also  require  increased 
dedication  of  project  development  space  to  pedestrian  circulation  and  to  freight  and  service 
vehicle  loading  and  parking,  as  well  as 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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implementation  of  transportation  management  programs  in  new  development  projects  to 
promote  the  efficient  use  of  transit  systems.  Project  and  cumulative  impacts  on  transportation 
systems  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Project  construction  activities  would  displace  parking  from  the  area,  and  construction  workers 
would  temporarily  increase  demand  for  parking.  Part  of  the  worker-parking  demand  could  be 
satisfied  on-site  during  a  portion  of  the  construction  period.  However,  there  would  be  added 
demand  that  would  shift  to  beyond  the  southerly  project  limits  for  walking  distances  up  to 
1 ,000  feet.  Another  impact  associated  with  construction  would  come  from  trucks  removing 
spoils  and  bringing  in  construction  materials.  Depending  on  the  intensity  of  development  at 
any  time,  there  could  be  approximately  700-800  truck  movements  (trip-ends)  per  day  to  and 
from  the  construction  sites  at  a  rate  of  up  to  120  trip-ends  per  hour.  Additional  developments  in 
the  YBC  vicinity  are  in  different  stages  of  environmental  review,  project  approval  or 
construction.  Some  phases  of  other  developments'  construction  could  overlap  with  construction 
period  of  new  buildings  in  YBC.  In  the  event  of  combined  construction  periods  of  new 
buildings  in  YBC  and  one  or  more  of  these  other  projects,  construction  truck  traffic  would  be 
expected  to  increase  further,  and  traffic  congestion  and  transit  delays  could  occur.  Should  one 
project  be  completed  and  a  second  begin  soon  after,  construction  truck  traffic  impacts  would  be 
prolonged,  but  would  not  likely  be  further  degraded.  Construction  traffic  impacts  are  discussed 
on  pages  346-347  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  are  not  found  to  be  significant.  Construction  traffic 
impacts  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

5)     Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 


(a) 

Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

X 

X 

(b) 

Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

standards,  if  applicable? 

X 

X 

(c) 

Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels? 

X 

X 

*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  near  construction  sites  in  YBC. 
Typical  construction  noise  levels  range  from  about  80  dBA  to  90  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50 
feet./l/  This  is  loud  enough  to  raise  interior  noise  levels  (with  windows  closed)  to  60  dBA  or 
greater  in  buildings  within  150  feet  (about  one-half  block)  of  the  construction  site.  These  noise 
levels  require  raising  one's  voice  to  be  heard,  and  are  disruptive  to  concentration  and  work 
efficiency.  Piledriving  produces  noise  levels  of  about  105  dBA  at  50  feet/2/,  loud  enough  to 
cause  instantaneous  noise  levels  of  60  dBA  or  greater  within  about  1,500  feet  of  the 
construction  site  (about  four  to  five  blocks)  for  locations  with  no  intervening  buildings  to  block 
some  of  the  sound.  In  addition,  vibrations  from  the  impact  during  piledriving  could  be  felt  in 
adjacent  and  nearby  buildings.  These  vibrations  have  been  found  to  be  more  disturbing  to  some 
people  than  high  noise  levels.  General  stress  reaction  has  been  observed  in  humans  exposed  to 
brief  sounds  of  75  dBA./3/  Noise  at  levels  greater  than  60  dBA  can  interfere  with  normal 
speech  and  concentration,  noise  levels  greater  than  70  dBA  would  require  workers  to  close 
windows  or  shout  to  communicate.  At  noise  levels  of  85  dBA,  normal  conversation  is 
extremely  difficult,  and  sleep  or  rest  virtually  impossible.  Intermittent  noises,  such  as 
piledriving  noise,  reduce  perception  of  control  over  the  environment.  This  perceived  loss  of 
control  frequently  results  in  a  depressed  mood  and  depressed  motivation.  It  has  also  been  show 
that  high  noise  levels  can  lead  to  elevated  blood  pressure./4/  Repeated  impulse  and  intermittent 
sounds  of  high  level  appear  more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  continuous  or  steady 
sounds  of  comparable  level./5/  Although  construction  noise  at  specific  sites  would  be 
temporary,  the  collective  effects  of  a  number  of  buildings  under  construction  simultaneously 
may  make  construction  noise  and  vibrations  a  problem  at  specific  locations.  The  potential 
impacts  of  construction  noise  have  been  assessed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  394-395)  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  174-175).  The  proposed  project  would  not  significantly 
change  construction  noise  impacts  from  those  already  evaluated  through  previous 
environmental  review.  Construction  noise  impacts  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Chapter  29  of  the 
City  Administrative  Code).  The  Ordinance  requires  that  sound  levels  of  construction 
equipment  other  than  impact  tools  (jackhammers,  piledrivers,  impact  wrenches)  not 
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exceed  80  dBA  at  100  feet.  Impact  tools  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  ordinance  prohibits 
construction  work  from  8:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by 
5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 

The  existing  noise  environment  of  YBC  is  dominated  by  diesel  buses  and  the  near-constant 
background  of  traffic  noise,  mainly  from  the  elevated  James  Lick  Freeway  (1-80).  The  YBC 
FEIR  (pages  394-395)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  176)  concluded  that  traffic 
noise  in  YBC  would  not  perceptibly  increase  after  development  and  that  average  noise  levels 
under  the  various  YBC  alternatives  would  be  essentially  the  same.  Therefore,  the  changes 
proposed  under  this  project  would  not  significantly  affect  traffic  noise  and  noise  impacts  due  to 
traffic  requires  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Noise  levels  in  the  YBC  area  are,  and  would  continue  to  be,  incompatible  with  some  uses, 
particularly  housing,  without  some  mitigation.  The  proposed  project  would  change  the  land  use 
designations  for  five  blocks  within  YBC,  making  housing  a  major  use.  Housing  is  generally 
considered  to  be  the  land  use  most  sensitive  to  noise.  The  San  Francisco  Environmental 
Protection  Element's  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  for  residences  is  60  dBA  L^n;  the 
California  Noise  Insulation  Standards  (Title  24)  set  a  maximum  acceptable  limit  of  60  dBA 
CNEL  (similar  to  L^n)./6,7/  Existing  outside  noise  levels  range  from  about  65  to  75  dBA  L^; 
therefore,  as  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  396-407)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  (pages  176-179),  mitigation  would  be  required  to  comply  with  applicable  noise 
regulations  and  guidelines.  While  the  project  could  lead  to  increased  housing  in  a  non- 
compatible  noise  environment,  those  types  of  impacts,  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures, 
have  been  addressed  through  previous  environmental  review.  Compatibility  of  housing  within 
the  noise  environment  does  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


NOTES  -  Noise 

III    Noise  intensity  is  measured  in  decibels  (dB).  Because  the  human  ear  is  more  sensitive  to 
some  frequencies  than  others,  environmental  noise  is  customarily  measured  in  "A- 
weighted"  decibels,  or  dBA.  The  "A-weighted"  scale  simulates  the  frequency  response  of 
the  human  ear.  L$n  is  a  time-weighted  average  to  account  for  the  relatively  greater 
perceived  disturbance  of  nighttime  noise. 
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111    D.N.  May,  Ph.D.,  "Handbook  of  Noise  Assessment",  Van  Nostrand  Reinhold 
Environmental  Engineering  Services,  page  21 1,  1978. 

131    The  Central  Institute  for  the  Deaf,  Effects  of  Noise  on  People,  U.S.  EPA,  1 97 1 . 

14/     Sheldon  Cohen,  et  al.,  "Cardiovascular  and  Behavioral  Effects  of  Community  Noise," 
American  Scientist,  Vol.  69,  Oct.  1981. 

151    National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  Occupational  Exposure  to  Noise, 
U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  1972. 

161     San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco.  August  1974. 

Ill    California  Administrative  Code,  Title  24,  Part  2,  Chapter  2-35,  Sound  Transmission 
Control. 


6)     Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 

or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?  X    X 

*  (b)   Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 

receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 

concentrations'?      X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?    X  X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the 


community  or  region?  X    X 

Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  the  proposed  project:  long  term 
impacts  related  to  use  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  short  term  impacts  from  construction 
activity.  Project-related  traffic  and  cumulative  downtown  traffic  can  be  expected  to  contribute 
to  existing  air  pollution  near  the  project  site  and  will  be  analyzed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality.  Demolition  and  construction 
activities  would  not  involve  burning  of  any  materials  and  would  not  create  objectionable  odor. 
Demolition,  grading  and  other  construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality, 
causing  a  temporary  increase  in  particulate  dust  and 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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other  pollutants.  Construction  air  quality  effects  have  been  analyzed  and  appropriate  mitigation 
measures  have  been  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  357c-359  and  480a-480b)  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  168  and  214).  Construction  air  quality  effects  do  not 
require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Given  the  existing  climatic  conditions  and  the  generally  low-scale  height  limits  to  be  permitted 
in  the  YBC  area,  development  consistent  with  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  and  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  as  amended  to  incorporate  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the 
SOM  Plan  would  be  unlikely  to  result  in  adverse  wind  conditions  or  a  substantial  negative 
aesthetic  effect.  Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location 
with  respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  Changes  in  local  wind 
patterns  that  would  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  under  development  scenarios  similar  to  the 
proposed  project  are  described  generally  on  pages  356-357  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  page  166  of 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  required  and  would 
continue  to  require  developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate  analysis, 
including  wind  tunnel  studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and 
to  provide  a  basis  for  design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts. 

As  examples,  separate  wind  studies  were  performed  for  the  Marriott  Hotel  and  the  office 
building  on  CB-1,  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  on  CB-2,  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Theater  on  CB-2. 
These  studies  were  performed  as  recommended  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  wind 
analysis  for  CB-1  buildings  indicated  that  the  inclusion  of  these  structures  would  result  in  wind 
speeds  that  are  generally  less  than  those  experienced  prior  to  construction  of  the  buildings.  In 
addition,  careful  use  of  stationary  elements  (planters,  kiosks,  statues,  etc.)  was  recommended  to 
provide  additional  wind  shelter  in  YBC.  The  analysis  also  concluded  that  winds  on  CB-2  and 
CB-3  would  be  within  the  comfort  levels  prescribed  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  that 
development  on  EB-2  would  generate  moderate  wind  acceleration  along  Mission,  Minna  and 
Howard  Streets. 
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As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  wind  speed  standards  included  in  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
the  SOM  Plan  of  7  mph  for  public  seating  areas  and  1 1  mph  in  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian 
use  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  Projects  within  YBC 
would  be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate  exceedances  through  building  design 
(see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 

The  project  could  result  in  sun  shading  impacts  within  the  YBC  area.  Potential  impacts  are 
generally  discussed  on  pages  357a  and  357b  of  the  YBC  FEIR.  and  on  pages  167  and  168  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  According  to  these  discussions,  most  proposed  open  space  areas 
would  not  be  substantially  shaded  from  the  sun  except  during  winter  afternoons.  However,  the 
open  space  on  CB-1  and  CB-2  would  be  affected  by  shadows  cast  by  nearby  existing  and 
proposed  development  throughout  the  year  (page  357b,  YBC  FEIR).  Detailed  shadow  analyses 
were  conducted  for  proposed  buildings  within  YBC  after  building  design  progressed  to  where 
such  analyses  were  feasible.  The  shadow  analyses  graphically  presents  the  extent  of  shadows  at 
the  winter  solstice,  the  spring/autumn  equinoxes,  and  the  summer  solstice  for  9:00  a.m.,  12:00 
noon,  and  3:00  p.m.  solar  time.  The  shadow  analyses  are  used  to  refine  building  design  to 
minimize  shadows  on  public  spaces,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks,  plazas,  and  open  spaces. 
Similar  shadow  impacts  of  the  current  project  would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  from  shadow  studies  to  be  required  of  new  development  within  YBC,  as 
appropriate.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  shadow  reduction  and  sunlight  access 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into 
the  Redevelopment  Plan.  These  provisions  require  the  limitation  of  shadows  on  public  and 
subsidized  private  open  space  and  the  maintenance  of  direct  sunlight  access  to  certain  open 
space  types  that  are  designed  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 

7)     Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 


*  (a) 


Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standard  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control? 


X 


X 


*  (b) 


Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 
to  serve  new  development? 


X 


X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X  X 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  add  to  cumulative  demand  for  utilities  and  public  services  in  the 
South  of  Market  Planning  Area  and  the  Downtown  Plan  Area.  However,  these  cumulative 
impacts  have  been  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  review,  including  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR.  the  South  of  Market  E1R.  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  have  been  found  not 
to  be  significant. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  were  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FETR  and  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  following,  which  updates  those  analyses  to  include  current  setting 
and  project  description  information,  indicates  that  changes  in  existing  public  service  and  utility 
capacities  would  adequately  accommodate  the  demand  levels  projected  for  the  proposed 
project.  Thus,  the  impacts  associated  with  public  services  and  utilities  have  been  thoroughly 
analyzed  in  previous  environmental  documentation  and  updated  in  this  Initial  Study  and  do  not 
require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 

Water 

On  the  basis  of  existing  square  feet,  water  consumption  in  YBC  is  approximately  1.2  million 
gallons  per  day.  Proposed  development  would  increase  the  demand  for  water  in  YBC  by 
approximately  49  percent.  This  increase  could  be  accommodated  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department.  However,  if  the  development  would  create  unusually  heavy  demands  in  specific 
areas,  improvements  to  portions  of  the  existing  local  water  delivery  system  could  become 
necessary./ 1/ 

YBC  is  served  by  gravity  flow  from  the  University  Mound  Reservoir,  which  has  a  capacity  of 
140.9  million  gallons.  All  water  mains  are  underground.  System  details  are  illustrated  in  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-l  (page  243),  and  discussed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  (page  120).  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  is  currently  planning  to  replace  some 
of  the  mains  in  YBC.  Specifically,  the  existing  6-inch  main  on  the  west  side  of  Fourth  Street 
between  Market  and  Townsend  Streets  will  be  replaced  with  an  8-inch  main  by  the  end  of  1991; 
the  existing  12-inch  main  on  Mission  Street  between  Main  and  Sixth  Streets 
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will  be  replaced  by  1995;  and  the  existing  8-inch  main  on  Howard  Street  between  Steuart  and 
12th  Streets  is  scheduled  to  be  replaced  in  199271/ 

The  water  system  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the  same  as 
those  already  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (page  292)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
(page  138). 

Sewer 

The  Clean  Water  Program  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Department  provides  combined 
storm  drain  and  sanitary-sewer  service  to  the  project  area.  The  existing  infrastructure  in  YBC, 
which  can  support  73  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)  of  storm/sewage  flow,  could 
accommodate  the  estimated  615,000  gallons  per  day  that  would  be  generated  by  project 
development.^/ 

The  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  treats  stormwater  and  sewage  from  YBC, 
receives  an  average  dry-weather  flow  of  84  MGD.  The  Plant  has  a  maximum  hydraulic 
capacity  of  140  MGD./2/  The  North  Point  Plant  operates  as  a  back-up  facility  during  wet- 
weather  periods;  it  treats  wet- weather  flows  from  the  eastern  portion  of  the  City,  including 
YBC,  with  a  peak  capacity  of  160  MGD.  The  Oceanside  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant, 
currently  under  construction,  is  expected  to  be  operational  by  early  1993.  City  treatment  plants 
are  not  designed  to  accommodate  storm  flow  from  rainfall  greater  than  an  average  of  0.023 
inches  per  hour;  the  excess  flows  are  retained  in  box  sewers  throughout  the  City.  Excess  flows 
bypass  the  plants  and  discharge  directly  into  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the  Pacific  Ocean 
approximately  fives  times  per  year  due  to  large,  high  intensity  storms.  The  City  sewer  system 
is  currently  in  compliance  with  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  requirements./2/ 

The  potential  impacts  of  increased  demand  on  the  sewer  system  are  assessed  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(pages  292-296)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  138-140).  The  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  evaluated  through 
previous  environmental  documentation. 

Solid  Waste 

The  amount  of  solid  waste  generated  in  YBC  after  project  development  would  represent  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  total  solid  waste  generation  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The 
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existing  landfill  facility  could  accommodate  such  an  increase.  However,  the  City  Solid  Waste 
Management  Program  recommends  the  provision  of  storage  space  for  recyclables  in  buildings 
to  be  constructed,  and  the  implementation  of  recycling  programs  in  YBC  offices  and 
residences./3/  These  recommendation  are  presented  as  mitigation  measures  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(pages  460-461). 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  generates  approximately  645,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  year. 
Approximately  60%  of  this  waste  is  deposited  at  the  Altamont  Pass  landfill,  and  the  remainder 
is  recycled.  It  is  estimated  that,  with  the  City's  current  generation  and  growth  of  the  waste 
stream,  the  contract  will  be  fulfilled  in  20  years.  However,  the  contract  will  be  extended  as  the 
recycling  requirements  of  AB939  are  implemented./3/ 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  a  private  firm  owned  by  Norcal,  collects  solid  waste  in 
YBC  and  transports  it  to  the  Altamont  Pass  landfill  site  owned  by  Waste  Management,  Inc. 
The  contract  that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  with  Waste  Management,  Inc.,  is  valid  for  up  to 
65  years  or  15  million  tons,  whichever  comes  first. 

While  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  solid  waste  generated 
in  San  Francisco,  impacts  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  addressed  and  mitigated  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  (pages  297-300,  460-461). 

Communication 

Telephone  service  is  provided  in  the  YBC  area  by  Pacific  Bell.  Any  additional  telephone  lines 
would  be  installed  underground.  Pacific  Bell  would  be  responsible  for  any  excavation  of  streets 
and  sidewalks  and  the  customer  would  be  responsible  for  providing  any  necessary  equipment 
on  private  property 74/ 

Courier  services  would  expand  to  meet  any  increased  demand  generated  by  development  in 
YBC  (YBC  FEIR.  page  301).  Impacts  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  addressed  and 
mitigated  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  demands  for  mail  delivery  and  pickup  would  be  met  as  provided  by  law  (YBC  FEIR. 
pages  301-302). 
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Police 

Officers  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  patrol  YBC  from  the  Southern  Station,  which 
is  in  the  Hall  of  Justice  at  850  Bryant  Street.  During  1990,  the  average  response  time  for 
priority-A  calls  was  seven  minutes  and  two  seconds./5/ 

For  the  period  January  through  September,  199.0,  a  total  of  2,917  police  reports  were  filed  for 
major  offenses  in  YBC.  During  this  same  time  period,  Southern  Station  as  a  whole  had  an 
average  of  133  reported  offenses  per  reporting  area,  compared  to  the  city-wide  average  of  88 
reported  offenses  per  reporting  area./5/ 

The  YBC  FEIR  (page  302)  discusses  potential  impacts  of  development  in  YBC  on  the  provision 
of  police  services.  The  discussion  notes  that  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  estimate  the  impact 
of  development  because  the  design  of  structures  and  their  security  systems,  the  mix  of  people  in 
the  area  and  the  character  of  the  neighborhood  as  it  develops  would  determine  the  need  for 
increased  services.  Sergeant  Michael  Sullivan  recently  confirmed  this  statement./6/ 

The  Police  Department  anticipates  the  need  for  additional  officers  to  respond  to  increased 
frequency  of  calls  for  service  in  YBC  resulting  from  the  addition  of  new  housing,  parking, 
industry,  retail  businesses,  amusements,  etc.  Also,  traffic  increases  resulting  from  development 
could  cause  a  deterioration  of  intersection  levels  of  service,  which  may  increase  response  time, 
particularly  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours. 

Effects  of  development  on  the  provision  of  police  services  could  be  mitigated  by  the  following 
measures: 

•  Provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public  areas  that  are  open  and  free  of  obstructions 
that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing  patrol  units. 

•  Provide  well-lit  and  secure  (either  fenced,  attended  and/or  patrolled  by  private  security) 
parking  areas  to  minimize  the  opportunity  for  criminal  activity 75/ 

Additional  mitigation  measures  are  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  462-464)  and  on 
page  43. 
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Fire 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  is  currently  equipped  to  serve  the  proposed  project  in 
YBC./7/  The  YBC  FEIR  addresses  potential  impacts  to  the  Fire  Department  (pages  304-305) 
and  identifies  appropriate  mitigation  measures  (page  465). 

Stations  Number  1,  8,  and  35  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  serve  YBC.  Station  No.,  1 
at  416  Jessie  Street  is  one  block  east  of  YBC;  Station  No.  8,  at  36  Bluxome  Street,  is  five 
blocks  southwest  of  YBC,  and  Station  No.  35  is  at  Pier  22-1/2,  approximately  one  mile  east  of 
YBC.  The  former  Station  35  on  Howard  Street  now  houses  the  Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation 
(Arson  Squad)./8/ 

Station  No.  1  is  the  busiest  in  the  City,  with  the  busiest  truck  company  and  rescue  squad.  On  a 
first  alarm,  three  engine  companies,  one  rescue  squad  and  an  Assistant  Chief  and  Battalion 
Chief  would  respond,  for  a  total  of  approximately  32  firefighters./8/ 

The  existing  fire  flows  are  approximately  6,000-7,000  gallons  per  minute  (GPM)  from  low- 
pressure  hydrants,  and  10,000-15,000  GPM  from  high-pressure  sources.  The  existing  water 
supply  is  adequate  for  fire-fighting  needs  of  the  proposed  project./9/ 

The  Fire  Department  has  plans  to  upgrade  existing  firehouses  and  reorganize  the  stations  that 
would  serve  the  project  site.  The  Howard  Street  structure  will  be  upgraded  to  operate  as  a 
firehouse  by  June  1992.  At  that  time,  the  Arson  Squad  will  permanently  relocate  to  a  new  site 
and  Station  No.  8  will  occupy  the  upgraded  structure  for  approximately  one  year,  during  which 
time  the  firehouse  at  36  Bluxome  Street  will  be  upgraded.  Station  No.  8  will  return  to  the 
firehouse  at  36  Bluxome  Street  when  it  has  been  upgraded.  The  Fire  Department  is  currently 
considering  permanently  relocating  Station  No.  1  to  the  Howard  Street  firehouse  when  Station 
No.  8  vacates  it/7/ 

Schools 

As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  307-309),  few  school-age  children  would  be  expected  to 
live  in  YBC.  Primary  students  (grades  kindergarten-fifth)  would  attend 
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Bessie  Carmichael  School  at  Harrison  and  Russ  Streets.  Older  students  would  attend  Potrero 
Hill  Middle  School  and  Mission  High  School./ 10/ 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Case  No.  86.505E)  indicated  a  student  generation  rate  for  public  school 
attendance  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  which  includes  YBC,  of  approximately  0.187  students 
per  residential  unit  (this  student  generation  rate,  which  likely  is  greater  than  that  experienced  in 
YBC,  is  dependent  on  the  type  of  residential  unit  provided).  Assuming  this  rate  has  remained 
constant,  the  proposed  development  of  910  housing  units  would  result  in  the  generation  of  170 
school-age  children  in  YBC.  The  existing  schools  could  accommodate  these  students./ 1 1/ 

The  impacts  of  proposed  development  on  the  Downtown  Center  of  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District,  located  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets,  are  discussed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  (pages  306-307).  Because  the  Center  has  been  planned  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  the 
downtown  community,  the  type  of  development  that  occurs  could  have  an  effect  on  the  types  of 
courses  offered./ 12/ 

Recreation 

Because  YBC  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  San  Francisco 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  will  not  be  responsible  for  maintenance  of  any  open  space  in 
YBC.  However,  employees  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  be  consulted  on  the 
concept  and  design  of  parks  within  YBC./ 13/ 

A  new  park  has  been  constructed  by  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  at  Sixth 
and  Folsom  Streets,  about  two  blocks  west  of  YBC.  The  44,300-square  foot  park  consists  of 
both  indoor  and  outdoor  recreational  facilities. 

As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  new  public  open  space  would  be  provided  in  YBC.  On  CB-2 
in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  50  percent  of  the  land  area  of  the  block  would  remain  open  space. 
Several  smaller  areas  on  CB-1  would  be  dedicated  and  maintained  as  public  plazas  and  a 
promenade.  On  CB-3,  30  percent  of  the  total  land  area  of  the  block  would  remain  open  space. 
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The  proposed  project  also  includes  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  open  space 
requirements  for  new  development.  These  requirements  direct  new  development  projects  to 
construct  public  open  space  facilities  in  specified  ratios  to  the  occupied  floor  area  of  the 
proposed  projects.  The  ratios  vary  depending  on  the  land  use  designation,  ranging  from  one 
square  foot  of  open  space  per  50  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area  to  one  square  foot  of  open 
space  per  250  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area.  Other  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan 
requirements  would  include  direct  sunlight  access  for  appropriate  types  of  public  open  space, 
reduction  of  shadows  on  open  space,  and  implementation  of  public  access  and  comfort  criteria. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  a  $2.00  per  gross  square  foot  Downtown  Park 
Fund  fee  would  be  stipulated  for  new  development  projects  within  the  C-3-O,  C-3-R,  and  C-3-S 
Districts,  that  are  not  subject  to  a  pre-existing  DDA,  LDA,  or  OPA. 

The  YBC  FEIR  (pages  309-31 1)  includes  an  assessment  of  the  impacts  on  recreation  and  park 
facilities  of  YBC  development,  and  additional  discussion  is  provided  on  page  147  of  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Medical  Services 

General  urban  medical  services  are  available  in  the  YBC  area.  Potential  impacts  to  existing 
services  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  311-312).  Mitigation  measures  are  also 
identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  467-468). 

The  South-of-Market  Health  Center  located  at  55 1  Minna  Street  is  the  principal  outpatient 
health  care  provider  for  the  YBC  area.  Emergency  services  and  specialized  treatment  are 
available  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  which  is  three  miles  from  YBC. 

The  South-of-Market  Outpatient  Clinic,  at  47 1  Jessie  Street,  provides  adult  mental  health  care 
for  the  YBC  area,  and  the  Central  City  Seniors  Unit,  at  1 1 82  Market  Street,  offers  mental  health 
care  to  senior  citizens./ 14/  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  City  Clinic  at  356  Seventh  Street, 
offers  testing,  treatment,  and  counseling  for  persons  with  sexually  transmitted  diseases. 

NOTES  -  Utilities/Public  Services 

l\l    Martin  H.  Lieberman,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution 
Division,  letter  dated  November  8,  1990. 
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111    Nathan  Lee,  Engineering  Associate  D,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program,  telephone 
conversation,  October  28,  1988,  confirmed  November  5,  1990,  letter  dated  October  29, 
1990. 

131    Joseph  E.  Johnson,  Program  Manager,  Solid  Waste  Management,  San  Francisco  Chief 
Administrator's  Office,  telephone  conversations,  June  12,  1991  and  October  26,  1990. 

14/    Mark  Mullan,  Engineering  Manager,  Pacific  Bell,  telephone  conversation,  October  24, 
1990. 

151    Lieutenant  Thomas  W.  Suttmeier,  Commanding  Officer,  Planning  Division,  Southern 
District,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  letter  dated  October  29,  1990. 

161    Sergeant  Michael  J.  Sullivan,  Planning  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  October  25,  1990. 

Ill    Captain  Bill  Shore,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  telephone  conversation,  October 
25,1990. 

/8/    Chief  Howard  Slater,  Chief-in-Charge,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  October  12,  1988. 

191    Herbert  E.  Kneis,  Supervisor,  High-Pressure  Water  System,  Water  Supply  and 

Engineering,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  telephone  conversation,  October  1 1,  1988. 

/10/  Aurea  Espina,  Secretary,  Bessie  Carmichael  School,  telephone  conversation,  October  17, 
1988. 

/1 1/  Larry  Jacobson,  Educational  Means  Analyst,  Facilities  Planning,  San  Francisco  Public 
Schools,  telephone  conversation,  June  19,  1991. 

/12/  Howard  Perkins,  Material  and  Supply  Supervisor,  The  Downtown  Center,  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District,  telephone  conversation,  October  26,  1988. 

/13/  Deborah  Lerner,  Park  Planner/Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  telephone  conversation,  October  13,  1988. 

1141  Brenda  Mendieta,  Contracts  Office,  Community  Mental  Health  Services,  telephone 
conversation,  October  17,  1988. 

8)     Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 

species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*  (b)   Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?    X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(c)    Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 


YBC  is  occupied  by  urban  uses.  Pavement  or  foundations  and  other  improvements  cover  most 
of  the  area.  No  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  are  known  to  inhabit  the  study  area,  and 
vegetation  is  sparse  except  in  a  few  landscaped  and  maintained  open  spaces.  During  the 
construction  phase  of  the  proposed  projects,  the  main  effects  would  be  removal  of  isolated 
patches  of  weedy  vegetation  and  displacement  of  portions  of  the  existing  bird  and  rat 
populations.  Following  construction  of  the  project,  additional  landscaping  in  YBC  would 
provide  new  habitat  primarily  for  insects,  birds  adapted  to  the  urban  environment  (e.g., 
domestic  pigeon,  house  finch,  English  sparrow)  and  common  soil  animals.  Project  impacts  on 
local  biological  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  on  pages  441-445  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  and  on  pages  199-200  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  These  impacts  would  not  be 
significant  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

9)     Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)   Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction).  X     

(b)   Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 

of  the  site?        '  '  XX 


The  project  area  is  susceptible  to  earthquake-induced  hazards.  These  seismic  hazards  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Except  for  areas  underlain  by  bedrock  (about  10%  of  the  YBC  area),  unconsolidated  geologic 
materials  underlying  YBC  form  a  relatively  poor  foundation  base;  pilings  or  some  other  means 
of  providing  adequate  support  would  be  necessary  for  high-rise  buildings.  Excavation  would  be 
required  for  structures  with  basement  levels.  Dewatering  during  construction  could  cause  some 
local  subsidence,  but  there  probably  would  be  no  impact  to  most  nearby  buildings;  however, 
local  subsidence  could  damage  older  brick  and  masonry  buildings  and  underground  utility  lines. 
These  impacts  have  been  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
(pages  433-437  and  193-196,  respectively)  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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10)    Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X  X 

*  (b)   Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 

water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?  X    X 

*  (c)   Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?    X  X 

Potential  hydrologic  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  438-440)  and  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  197-198).  The  majority  of  the  project  area  is  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces.  The  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the  drainage  pattern  of  the  area 
or  runoff  quality  or  quantity.  Runoff  would  drain  into  the  City's  combined  sanitary  and  storm 
drainage  system.  The  site  would  continue  to  have  a  potential  hazard  of  stormwater  overflows. 
New  construction  of  large  structures  and  high-rise  buildings  in  most  locations  within  YBC 
would  require  dewatering.  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  change  the  hydrologic 
impacts  from  those  already  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
No  further  analysis  of  these  topics  are  required  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 


The  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  use  groundwater  for  irrigating  landscaping  in  the  open 
space  on  CB-2.  The  availability  of  this  water  supply  for  landscaping  will  be  analyzed  in  the 
EIR. 


11)    Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)   Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or ' 

energy,  or  use  them  in  a  wasteful  manner?  X    X 

(b)   Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X  X 


Construction  would  consume  energy  through  the  excavation  and  hauling  of  earth  for  building 
foundations,  the  construction  equipment  used  to  erect  the  buildings,  and  the  fabrication  and 
delivery  of  construction  materials.  As  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
(page  182),  total  construction  energy  consumption  for  YBC  would  be  approximately 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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7.6  trillion  Btu.  The  proposed  project  would  consume  approximately  the  same  amount  of 
energy  in  construction  as  the  project  analyzed  in  the  previous  EIR. 

New  development  in  YBC  would  increase  the  amount  of  energy  consumed  through  the 
operation  of  buildings  and  the  transportation  of  employees  and  residents. 


As  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  1 84),  total  operational  energy 
consumption  would  be  approximately  2.6  trillion  Btu  per  year.  Should  housing  replace  office 
space,  as  would  occur  under  the  proposed  project,  electricity  use  would  be  lower  and  natural 
gas  use  would  be  higher  than  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement:  however,  total 
operational  energy  consumption  would  be  about  the  same  as  that  analyzed  in  the  previous  EIR. 
Energy  impacts  due  to  construction  and  operation  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


12)    Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 

involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?  X    X 

*  (b)   Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)   Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  located  in  downtown  San  Francisco  in  a  neighborhood  having  a  history  of 
industrial  and  commercial  land  uses.  YBC  is  situated  just  outside  the  bayside  zone  designated 
in  San  Francisco's  "Analyzing  the  Soil  for  Hazardous  Wastes"  Ordinance  No.  253-86,  and 
therefore  does  not  fall  under  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance.  (The  ordinance  requires  soil 
testing  for  excavation  projects  in  certain  areas  of  the  City.)  Nevertheless,  past  activities  in  YBC 
and  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood  likely  included  storage,  use,  or  production  of  hazardous 
materials.  Past  land  use  activities  could  have  generated  hazardous  wastes  that  might  still  be 
present  on  the  site,  or  could  have  produced  residual  soil  or  groundwater  contamination. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Hazardous  waste  contamination  could  pose  a  threat  to  construction  workers  or  future  occupants 
of  YBC.  Underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  were  likely  used  in  the  project  area  and  vicinity, 
and  might  still  remain.  The  contents  of  USTs  are  usually  hazardous.  In  addition,  imported 
rubble  or  fill  of  unknown  composition  might  cover  native  subsurface  soil  or  fill  historic 
basement  areas  in  portions  of  the  site.  Several  feet  of  fill  were  found  in  test  borings  done  on  the 
Convention  Center  block;  at  one  location  the  fill  was  tainted  with  petroleum.  Finally,  asbestos- 
containing  materials  might  be  present  in  buildings  or  rubble. 

Potential  concerns  at  the  project  site  include  contamination  from  underground  storage  tanks, 
imported  fill,  and  historic  and  present  handling  of  hazardous  materials.  These  issues  will  be 
analyzed  further  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Portions  of  the  project  area  are  located  within  the  Fire  Zone,  as  designated  in  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code.  The  Fire  Zone  includes  the  area  east  of  Sixth  Street  and  north  of  Brannan 
Street,  and  the  area  east  of  Hawthorne  Street  and  south  of  Brannan  Street.  Within  the  Fire 
Zone,  Type  H,  hazardous  building  occupancies  (as  defined  in  the  Building  Code),  and  bulk 
storage  of  flammable  materials  is  forbidden.  These  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the 
EIR. 

The  plan  would  not  interfere  with  the  San  Francisco  Emergency  Response  Plan  administered  by 
the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services.  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments  would  not  create 
a  fire  hazard.  Additional  employment  or  resident  population  resulting  from  the  project  could 
expose  more  people  to  earthquake-induced  fire,  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  seismicity 
section  of  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

13)    Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historical  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic 
or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 
site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 

study?  X    X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific 

uses  of  the  area?    X  X 

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of 
buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?    X  X 

A  prehistoric  shellmound  (CA-SFR-1 14)  was  discovered  on  CB-2  as  part  of  the  Moscone 
Center  Expansion  Project  in  1988.  The  shellmound,  which  dates  from  between  1000  A.D.  to 
1400  A.D.,  included  a  discrete,  cemetery  that  contained  1 1  human  remains  of  both  sexes  ranging 
in  age  from  about  4-6  months  old  to  about  50-55  years  old.  Over  45,000  burial  items  were 
found  in  the  cemetery.  The  site  also  contained  the  architectural  remains  of  a  sweathouse,  and 
included  obsidian  projectile  points,  shellfish  and  fish  remains./l,2/.  In  addition,  discovery  of 
shellmounds  just  south  of  Market  Street  at  Second  and  at  Fifth  Streets,  as  well  as  discovery  of  a 
human  skeleton  unearthed  during  BART  excavation  near  Market  and  Seventh  Streets  indicate 
that  an  indigenous  Native  American  population  may  have  inhabited  the  area./3,4/ 


Remains  from  later  periods  in  San  Francisco's  history  probably  exist  beneath  existing  structures 
in  YBC.  The  remains  may  include  privy  vaults,  basements,  and  backyard  dumps  that  were 
covered  by  landfill  and/or  reconstruction  after  the  1906  earthquake.  The  extent  of  remains  is 
dependent  on  whether  subsequent  construction  and  excavation  has  disturbed  them.  A 
description  of  history  of  YBC  and  its  archaeological  significance  is  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
pages  2 1 2-2 1 8d  and  in  the  Moscone  Center  Expansion  Project  Archaeological  Data  Recovery 
Pro  gram  72/  The  inclusion  of  the  measure  to  mitigate  any  impacts  resulting  from  construction 
within  YBC  would  result  in  any  impact  not  being  significant  (see  page  43).  No  further  analysis 
in  the  EIR  is  required. 

YBC  includes  several  buildings  that  have  been  identified  by  various  surveys  as  having  historic 
or  architectural  interest  or  value.  A  list  of  these  buildings  was  presented  in  Table  10,  page  98 
of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Two  buildings  in  YBC  have  been  designated  as  City 
Landmarks:  Saint  Patrick's  Church  at  756  Mission  Street  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation  at  222 
-  226  Jessie  Street.  In  addition,  the  Jessie  Street  Substation  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  201)  also  indicates  that  the  following 
properties  were  considered  eligible  for  the  Register:  the  Aronson  Historic  District  (comprised 
of  the  Mercantile  Building,  the  Blumenthal  Building,  and  the  Williams  Building);  St.  Patrick's 
Church;  the  Jessie  Hotel;  and  the  Salvation  Army  Building  (Senior  Activities  Center). 
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The  revised  Main  Program  would  not  cause  conflicts  with  buildings  of  architectural  or 
historical  merit.  The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  fully  discussed  the  impacts  that 
development  would  have  on  Saint  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation,  the  two 
existing  City  landmarks  in  YBC.  Both  of  these  buildings  would  be  retained  in  the  proposed 
project.  Saint  Patrick's  Church  would  continue  to  operate  as  a  church  and  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation  would  be  renovated  for  retail  or  cultural  uses.  The  impacts  of  the  new  Main 
Program  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  previously  (Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pages 
200-204).  Pedestrian  plazas  would  enhance  the  setting  of  the  two  City  landmark  buildings. 
New  buildings  proposed  for  CB- 1  would  be  taller  than  either  Saint  Patrick's  Church  or  the 
Jessie  Street  Substation.  This  could  contribute  to  an  imbalance  in  building  scale  that  could  have 
an  impact  on  the  perception  of  the  historic  buildings.  Although  some  of  the  land  uses  proposed 
in  the  Revised  Main  Program  differ  from  those  considered  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  effects  on  preserving  or  demolishing  existing  structures  would  remain  the  same. 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  concerning  Historic  Buildings,  prepared  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  requires  that  new  buildings  on  CB- 
1  and  within  50  feet  of  Mission  Street  on  CB-2  be  designed  with  height  and  scale  to  be 
compatible  with  existing  historic  structures.  This  would  mitigate  any  design-related  impacts 
that  could  occur  to  the  City  landmark  buildings.  Also  as  part  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  preserve  the  Jessie  Street  Substation,  the 
Mercantile  Building,  St.  Patrick's  Church,  the  Williams  Building,  and  the  Salvation  Army 
Building  and  would  demolish  the  Blumenthal  Building  and  the  Jessie  Hotel  provided  that  these 
buildings  are  photographed  and  their  floor  plans  recorded  prior  to  demolition  (see  Second  YBC 
EIR  Supplement,  page  201).  Impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  historic  resources  do  not 
require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  the  incorporation  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  of  the 
procedures  in  the  Downtown  Plan  for  permitting  the  transfer  of  development  rights  within 
the  C-3  Districts  from  buildings  rated  for  special  aesthetic,  architectural  or  historic  merit 
to  new  development  projects  (Article  1 1,  1990  Planning  Code).  Transferable 
Development  Rights  (TDR)  would  be  assignable  to  new  development  projects  from 
Transfer  Lots  in  C-3  Districts  occupied  by  buildings  identified  as  Significant  or 
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Contributory,  or  unrated  buildings  in  Conservation  Districts,  and  by  landmarks  as  designated 
under  Article  10  of  the  1990  Planning  Code.  TDR  would  be  transferable  within  each  C-3 
District  and  from  the  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  Districts  to  the  C-3-O  (SD)  District.  Depending  on  the 
rated  quality  of  the  building  occupying  the  Transfer  Lot,  TDR  would  be  transferable  to  the  C-3- 
O  (SD)  District  from  the  remaining  C-3  Districts  and  the  Extended  Preservation  District  located 
in  the  SOM  Plan  RSD  District,  as  well. 

NOTES  -  Cultural 

III    Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.  President,  Archeo-Tec,  telephone  conversation,  October  5,  1989. 

Ill    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Office  of  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  Moscone 
Center  Expansion  Project:  Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  December.  1990. 

131     Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.,  and  Michael  R.  Walsh,  M.A.,  The  Market  Street  Shell  Midden: 
A  Prehistoric  Archaeological  Site  in  Downtown  San  Francisco,  undated. 

141     Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.,  and  Michael  R.  Walsh,  M.A.,  The  Stevenson  Street  Shellmound: 
A  Prehistoric  Archaeological  Site  in  Downtown  San  Francisco,  undated. 

C.  OTHER  Yes         No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or 

Federal  Agencies?  X     

The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  approve  the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments 
and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  YBG  DDA.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  approve 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes        No        N/A  Discussed 


1)  Could  the  project  have  significant 
effects  if  mitigation  measures  are 

not  included  in  the  project?        X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary 
to  eliminate  significant  effects 

included  in  the  project?    X    X 

The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR.  Some  of  these  measures  are  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  will 
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contain  a  mitigation  chapter  that  will  incorporate  these  measures  by  reference  and  also  include 
other  measures  that  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential  adverse  effects  of  the 
project  as  identified  in  the  EIR.  Also  listed  are  additional  mitigation  measures  that  were  not 
described  in  existing  environmental  documentation  and  that  reduce  otherwise  potentially 
significant  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance;  topics  covered  by  these  new  mitigation 
measures  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR.  These  new  mitigation  measures,  or  any 
additions  to  previously  proposed  mitigation  measures,  are  shown  in  italics.  Measures  already 
included  in  previous  YBC  environmental  review  are  in  ordinary  type  face. 

Plans.  Policies  and  Zoning 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1  %  of  the  construction  costs 
of  all  buildings,  except  subsidized  housing,  to  public  fine  art  works. 

Visual  Quality 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1  %  of  the  construction  cost 
of  all  buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  art  works. 

•  The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  urban 
design  consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of  building  design  and  layout 
on  the  visual  context  of  existing  buildings  of  identified  architectural  or  historic  merit  on 
CB-1  (Assessor's  Block  3706),  both  inside  and  outside  of  YBC. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk  lighting  so  as  not  to 
interfere  with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to  avoid  creating  reflective  glare  on 
adjacent  buildings. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  incorporate  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible 
visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth, 
Market  and  Third  Streets.  These  measures  could  include  the  provision  of  pedestrian-level 
windows  and  gateways  that  allow  the  passer-by  to  view  activities  in  the  interior  of  the 
block,  and  the  use  of  building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and  texture  to  break  up  the  line 
of  continuous  building  surfaces. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  amend  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  to  incorporate 
the  urban  design  elements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan.  These  elements 
include  decreases  in  floor  area  ratios  (FAR),  provision  of  open  space  and  an  extensive 
pedestrian  circulation  network,  and  adoption  of  measures  to  promote  a  graduated 
reduction  of  bulk  in  the  upper  stories  of  tall  buildings. 

Wind  and  Shadow 

•  Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with 
respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  require  developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate 
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analysis,  including  wind-tunnel  studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on 
pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  design  modifications  to  mitigate  these 
impacts.  Pedestrian  comfort  standard  from  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  of  7  mph 
for  seating  areas  and  11  mph  for  other  pedestrian  zones  (open  space  areas,  pedestrian 
concourses,  sidewalks,  etc.)  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted.  Projects  within  YBC  would 
be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate  exceedances  through  building  design. 

•  Shadow  analyses  would  be  performed  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary 
modifications  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be  implemented 
to  reduce  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible.  The  shadow 
reduction  and  open  space  sunlight  access  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the 
SOM  Plan  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment 
Plan. 

Construction  Noise 

•  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction  equipment,  other 
than  impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of  acquisition,  emit  no  more 
than  80  dBA  when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  feet,  or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at 
some  other  convenient  distance  (a  noise  level  from  a  single  noise  source  drops  by  6  dBA 
with  every  doubling  of  distance).  Impact  tools  and  equipment  must  have  intake  and 
exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by  the  manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of 
Public  Works  as  best  providing  maximum  noise  attenuation.  The  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  requires  a  special  permit  for  construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

*•     As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the  project  sponsor 
and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed 
building.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed  windows  and  climate 
control. 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  predrill  holes  ( if  feasible 
based  on  soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize  noise  and  vibration 
from  piledriving.  The  actual  pounding  from  piledriving  would  occur  during  a  five-  to 
eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  determine  the 
time  when  piledriving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.  The  project 
sponsor  would  require  that  the  construction  contractor  limit  piledriving  activity  to  result 
in  least  disturbance.  This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works 
pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908,  if  piledriving  during  daytime 
hours  is  determined  to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring  uses. 
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Operational  Noise 

•  As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the  developer  and 
recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed 
building.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed  windows  and  climate 
control.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  post- 
construction  site  planning  noise  mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets. 

Orienting  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony  areas 
screened  from  the  noise  by  the  building. 

Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls. 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  residential  and  hotel  uses  incorporate 
necessary  noise  insulation  features  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  California 
Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  of  the  California 
Administrative  Code).  Residential,  cultural,  office  and  retail/commercial  uses  in  areas 
exceeding  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  guidelines  specified  by  Transportation 
Noise  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  August  1 974)  would  receive  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction 
requirements  and  have  needed  noise  insulation  features  included  in  their  design.  These 
features  may  include  sound-rated  glass  windows,  air-conditioning,  and  tight  building 
construction.  All  exterior  traffic  noise  levels  in  YBC  can  be  reduced  to  acceptable 
interior  noise  levels  (about  45  dBA  L(jn  or  CNEL)  through  appropriate  building  design. 


Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with  water 
continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water 
at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks 
hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets  surrounding 
demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 
The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor  to  maintain  and  operate 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other 
pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in 
use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance 
programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of 
the  construction  period. 

•  The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  construction  activities  would  be 
achieved  by  using  construction-industry-accepted  methods  such  as  watering  the  site  and 
covering  load  material  in  trucks. 
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Operational  Air  Quality 

•  In  the  YBC  FEIR.  HUD  required  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  specific  measures  be 
included  in  housing  design  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of  pollutant  exposure  in  all  YBC 
housing: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculation-type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced-air  heating  system. 
Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 

Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least  15  feet. 
Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  ten  feet  above  street  level. 
Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  structures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common  doorway. 

Utilities/Public  Services 
Sewers 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  to  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow  toilers, 
urinals,  taps,  and  showerheads  to  reduce  the  total  liquid  wastes  discharged  into  the  sewers. 

•  Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  into  the  sewers  must  conform  to 
the  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance.  The  quality  of  the  water  would  be  determined  and  the 
cost  of  treating  the  wastewater  (based  on  the  water  quality)  would  be  negotiated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  and  the  contractor.  The  cost  would  be  borne  by  the 
contractor.  Dewatering  for  construction  of  individual  buildings  under  the  Main  Program 
could  be  begun  during  the  dry  season  to  reduce  shock  loads  during  rain  storms;  if  delaying 
the  schedule  were  not  economical,  dewatering  during  and  immediately  after  storms  could 
be  avoided. 

Solid  Waste 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse,  including  that  from  housing 
development,  be  placed  in  metal  dumpster  containers  to  facilitate  pick-up. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  provision  of  storage  space  for  recyclables 
in  buildings  to  be  constructed,  and  encourage  the  implementation  of  recycling  programs 
in  YBC  offices  and  residences. 
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Communications 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near  office 
building  entrances  for  use  by  messengers. 

•  The  designation  of  yellow-curb  delivery  zones  near  the  convention  center,  offices,  light 
industry  and  downtown  support  buildings  would  alleviate  congestion  caused  by  delivery 
vehicles.  Such  designations  would  require  the  approval  of  the  Traffic  Survey  Unit  of  the 
San  Francisco  Police  Department  and  the  Police  Commission  and  would  be  granted  after 
analyses  of  the  frequency  of  deliveries,  the  need  for  parking,  and  local  traffic  congestion. 

Police 

•  All  construction  sites  must  be  fenced  under  Federal  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  regulations;  the  Redevelopment  Agency  suggests  that  security  guards  be 
required  at  night  at  all  construction  sites  to  protect  materials  and  equipment  from 
vandalism  and  theft. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  would  facilitate  and  coordinate  meetings  between  YBC 
developers  and  the  Crime  Prevention  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  to 
discuss  security  measures  to  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  operation  of  proposed 
buildings. 

•  Street  lighting,  especially  on  side  streets,  could  be  designed  for  pedestrians  as  well  as 
vehicles.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  delayed  upgrading  the  lighting  in  YBC 
and  would  prepare  lighting  plans  designed  for  pedestrian  and  vehicular  safety  once  street 
disruption,  connected  with  YBC  construction,  were  finished.  Any  such  plans  would 
require  the  City  Public  Utilities  Commission  approval. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public  areas 
that  are  open  and  free  of  obstructions  that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing  patrol  units. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  and  secure  ( either  fenced,  attended 
and/or  patrolled  by  private  security)  parking  facilities  to  minimize  the  opportunity  for 
criminal  activity. 

Recreation/Entertainment  Park 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  an  internal  security  force  at  the  park.  This 
force  could  be  required  to  patrol  after  closing  hours,  as  well  as  while  the  park  is  in 
operation,  to  decrease  the  possibility  of  burglaries  or  assaults.  The  selection  of  a  security 
guard  force  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  park  developer. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  continue  to  consult  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  as  development  proceeds  and  would: 

Involve  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  at  the  earliest  possible  time  in  all 
phases  of  park  and  pedestrian  concourse  design;  and 

Incorporate  ease  of  maintenance  as  one  design  criterion  for  parks  and  the  pedestrian 
concourse. 
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Biology 

•      Rat  control  efforts  may  be  needed  temporarily  during  construction,  if  the  abandoned 

sewer  lines  in  Stevenson  Street  are  exposed.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  would  be 
responsible  for  implementing  this  measure. 


Geology/Topography/Hydrology 

•  If  the  project  were  to  include  dewatering,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be 
retained  in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary 
by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  general  contractors  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction  period  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 
Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

•  To  insure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed  soils 
engineer  would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare  recommendations  based  on 
current  soils  engineering  practice  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan.  All  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  soils 
engineer's  recommendations. 

•  Periodic  checks  of  structures  in  and  adjacent  to  the  site  would  in  accordance  with  the  San 
Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requirements  to  determine  if  settlement  were 
occurring  in  areas  subject  to  potential  subsidence  and  to  differential  settlement.  Building 
inspection  is  conducted  ordinarily  only  after  a  complaint  has  been  filed  with  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection. 

•  Erodible,  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  exposed  during  construction  would  be 
protected  from  wind  erosion.  Clays  and  silt  might  be  a  source  of  dust  in  the  area.  The 
ground  surface  could  be  wetted  down  daily  with  reclaimed  water. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  each  developer  of  a  high-rise  structure  to 
prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in  consultation  with  Mayor's  Office 
of  Emergency  Services.  This  would  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency 
planning  activities  and  the  developer's  plans  as  well  as  provide  for  building  occupants  in 
the  event  of  an  emergency.  The  developer's  plans  would  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Services  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final 
building  permits.  The  appropriate  plan  would  be  prominently  posted  in  each  high-rise 
building  to  be  constructed. 

•  If  in  the  judgment  of  the  City  Engineer  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs  during 
construction,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  the  developer  initiate 
groundwater  recharge  to  halt  the  settlement. 

•  Groundwater  pumped  from  construction  sites  would  be  filtered,  if  this  is  found  necessary, 
to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  the  sewer  system. 
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Water 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  use  of  low-flow  toilets,  urinals,  taps,  and 
showerheads  to  reduce  water  consumption. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  use  a  water-efficient  form  of  irrigation,  such  as 
drip  irrigation,  and  drought-resistant  landscape  materials  in  the  open  space  areas  to  reduce 
irrigation. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  recycle  the  water  used  in  all 
decorative  fountains. 


Water  Quality 

•      See  the  first  and  second  measures  under  Geology/Topography/Hydrology,  above,  for 
mitigation  proposed  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  storm  sewers. 


Energy 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for 
development  of  all  new  buildings.  Because  several  major  structures  would  be  designed 
and  built  in  the  same  area  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional  opportunity  exists  to 
incorporate  a  total  energy  system  into  the  design  (see  Section  VII.,  I.,  YBC  FEIR.  pp. 
498-499). 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable 
energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
review  each  building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all  criteria.  See  Appendix 
F,  page  265  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  for  a  sample  list  of  such  criteria. 

Cultural 

•  Given  the  strong  possibility  of  encountering  the  remains  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts 
within  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  in  consultation  with  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB)  and  the  archaeologist  would  determine  whether  the 
archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of 
the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be 
followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 
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A  pre -excavation  testing  program  would  be  carried  out.  The  program  would  be 
supervised  by  an  archaeologist  using  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings,  or  other 
testing  methods  determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate.  The  archaeologist 
would  supervise  the  testing  at  the  site  to  determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and 
historical  remains.  At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the 
archaeologist  would  submit  a  written  report  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to 
the  project  sponsor,  which  describes  the  findings,  assesses  their  significance  and  proposes 
appropriate  recommendations  for  any  additional  procedures  necessary  for  the  mitigation 
of  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources  determined  to  be  significant. 

Following  the  pre -excavation  testing  program,  an  archaeologist  would  supervise  a 
program  of  on-site  monitoring  during  site  excavation.  The  archaeologist  would  record 
observations  in  a  permanent  log.  Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  following 
commencement  of  excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would  assess  the  significant  of 
the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB.  Upon 
receiving  the  advice  of  the  consultants  and  the  LPAB,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific 
mitigation  measures,  if  necessary.  The  monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  any 
finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to 
the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor. 

Excavation  or  construction  activities  which  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources 
would  be  suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction  to 
permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

If  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  are  discovered,  an  appropriate  security 
program  would  be  implemented  to  prevent  looting  or  destruction.  Any  discovered  cultural 
artifact  assessed  as  significant  by  the  Archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the  ERO  and 
the  President  of  the  LPAB,  would  be  placed  in  an  appropriate  repository  designated  for 
such  materials. 

Copies  of  the  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  sent 
first  and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  of  review.  Following  approval  of  the  reports  by  the  ERO 
and  the  President  of  LPAB,  a  report  is  to  be  sent  to  the  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey  Office  at  Sonoma  State  University.  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  shall 
receive  three  final  copies  of  the  final  archaeological  findings  report. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  would  include  the  following: 

A.  No  Project:  YBC  would  be  developed  according  to  the  existing  Redevelopment  Plan 
and  the  DDA  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  as  it  exists 
through  the  Eighth  Amendment. 

B.  Alternative  1:  The  Redevelopment  Plan  revisions  would  not  include  housing  as  an 
alternate  principal  use.  The  area  proposed  for  the  land  use  designation  RSD  would 
instead  be  designated  SSO,  allowing  office  and  other  commercial  uses  without 
requiring  accompanying  residential  uses. 

These  alternatives  and  their  potential  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 
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F.     MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

*  1)     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 

the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife 
species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce 
the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or 
endangered  plants  or  animal,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods 
of  California  history  or  prehistory? 

*  2)     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 

achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of 
long-term,  environmental  goals? 

*  3)     Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 

effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable.  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current 
projects,  and  probable  future  projects.) 

*  4)     Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 

affects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 
indirectly? 


Yes 


No 
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Discussed 


X 


X 


X 


X 


The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  development,  primarily  in  the 
areas  of  transportation  and  air  quality.  Cumulative  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC 
Subsequent  EIR. 


ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

I  find  that  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the 

mitigations  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part 

of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


DEAN  L.  MACRIS 
Director  of  Planning 

DATE:   
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FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 
California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 
Attn:  Christian  Gerike 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Transportation  Planning 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  C A  94120 

Attn:  Gary  Adams 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 
Attn:  Sally  Germain 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Manage  ment  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94109 
Attn:  Irwin  Mussen 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO 

Landmarks  Preservation 

Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
1 10  McAllister  Street,  Room  402 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO  (Continued) 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  C A  94117 

Attn:  Deborah  Lerner 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division 

Hall  Of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Lt.  Thomas  W.  Suttemeier 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning 

and  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Howard  L.  Slater 

San  Francisco  Redev  elopment 

Agency  Commission 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Buck  Bagot,  President 

Water  Department 

Distribution  Division 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Manager 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

130  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 


Bay  Area  Council 

847  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Bruce  Breitman 
The  Breitman  Company 
120  Howard  Street,  Suite  440 
San  Francisco,  C A  94105 


Sue  Hestor 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1121 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

League  of  Women  Voters 

of  San  Francisco 
620  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Georgia  Brittan 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1119 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
425  California  Street,  #2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Coalition  for  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 
Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 
175  Yukon  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 14 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  22nd  Street 

San  Francis  co,  CA  941 10 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Mr.  Lee  Dolson 

Economic  Opportunity  Council  of 

San  Francisco,  Inc. 
759A  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Filipino  Senior  Citizen  Club,  Inc. 

83  Sixth  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mark  Ryser 

Executive  Director 


Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Brent  Kato 

1453  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 

National  Laywers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Salvation  Army  Senior  Actvities 
360  Fourth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Philip  Klasky 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street,  #709 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 
Attn:  Donna  Casey, 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Building  and 

Construction  Trades  Council 
2660  Newhall  Street,  Room  1 16 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Richard  Morten 


Gray  Panthers 

1182  Market  Street  #203 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
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San  Francisco  Convention  & 
Visitors  Bureau 
201  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  George  D.  Kirkland, 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
510  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3104 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

San  Francisco  Planning  & 
Urban  Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Franciscans  for 

Reasonable  Growth 
241  Bartlett  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 
Attn:  David  Jones 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 

Shute,  Mihaly  &  Weinberger 
396  Hayes  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Ma  rc  Mihaly 

Sierra  Club 

730  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94109 

Attn:  John  Holtzclaw 

South  of  Market  Alliance 
667  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Isabel  Legat 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 
409  Clayton  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94117 
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John  Garcia,  Administration 
San  Lorenzo  Ruiz  Center 
50  Rizal 

San  Francisco,  C A  94107 

James  Lee,  Property  Manager 
Clementina  Towers 
320  Clementina  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

MEDIA 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzove 

KPOO - FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  -  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
325  -  5th  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94107 
Attn:  Tim  Turner 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Martin  Halstuk 
Dawn  Garcia 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  C A  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 
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LIBRARIES 

Document  Library 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Faith  Van  Liere 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 

Business  Branch 
530  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 

California  Air  Resources  Board 
1102  Q  Street 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95812 
Gary  Agid,  Chief, 

Local  Support  Branch 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Library 
215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 
Attn:  Jean  Circiello 

Golden  Gate  University  Library 

536  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government 

Documents 
State  and  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 


A-56 


XIV.  Appendices 


APPENDIX  B:  MODIFICATIONS  TO  THE  YBC  PROJECT  PLAN 


The  following  is  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  modifications  that  would  result  from  incorporating 
the  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  that  implement  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the 
SOM  Plan. 

LAND  USE  DISTRICTS 

Under  the  proposed  project,  existing  YBC  Project  Plan  Land  Use  District  B,  Downtown  Retail, 
would  become  Downtown  Retail  (C-3-R).  Existing  YBC  Project  Plan  Land  Use  District  C, 
Downtown  Support,  would  become  Downtown  Office  Special  Development  District  (C-3-0 
(SD))  and  Downtown  Support  (C-3-S).  These  revisions  in  the  district  designations  would  be 
accompanied  by  substantial  modifications  in  land  use  regulations  and  requirements,  many  of 
them  derived  from  the  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  that  implement  the 
Downtown  Plan.  These  modifications,  which  would  be  mainly  relevant  in  the  Downtown 
Districts  of  YBC,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  sections  which  follow. 

Existing  YBC  Project  Plan  Land  Use  Districts  D,  Housing,  and  E,  Business  Services  and  Light 
Industry,  would  be  eliminated.  Blocks  now  within  these  districts  would  be  subject  to  new 
designations,  Residential/Service  Mixed  Land  Use  District  (RSD)  and  Service/Secondary  Office 
District  (SSO).  The  RSD  District  would  apply  to  WB-3,  SB-1,  SB-2,  and  SB-3.  The  City 
Planning  Code  describes  the  RSD  District  as  "a  major  housing  opportunity  area  within  the  South 
of  Market  Area"  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  815).  Within  it,  land  use  regulations  would 
facilitate  the  construction  of  high-density,  mid-rise  residential  developments,  including 
live/work  units  and  residential  hotels.  Many  existing,  non-residential  uses  would  continue  to  be 
permitted,  including  light  manufacturing  and  wholesale  sales,  but  generally  pursuant  to  the 
condition  that  residential  floor  area  be  provided  in  a  ratio  to  non-residential  floor  area  of  three- 
to-one  or  greater  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  803.5(i)(l)).  The  condition  could  be  satisfied 
by  construction  of  the  required  residential  space  elsewhere  than  in  the  project  subject  to  the 
condition,  so  long  as  the  residential  space  would  be  provided  in  a  South  of  Market  Base  District 
where  housing  is  a  permitted  or  conditional  use.  Alternatively,  a  $30  per  square  foot  one-time- 
in-lieu-fee  could  be  paid  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  803.5(i)(2)). 

The  SSO  District  would  apply  to  SB-4.  This  district  is  designed  to  accommodate  small-scale 
light  industrial,  home  and  business  services,  arts  activities,  live/work  units,  and  small-scale 
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professional  office  space  and  large-floor-plate  "back  office"  space  for  sales  and  clerical  work 
forces.  Nighttime  entertainment,  dwelling  units  and  group  housing  are  permitted  as  conditional 
uses.  Demolition  or  conversion  of  existing  group  housing  or  dwelling  units  requires  conditional 
use  authorization.  Office,  general  commercial,  most  retail,  service  and  light  industrial  uses  are 
principal  permitted  uses.  Hotel,  movie  theater,  adult  entertainment  and  heavy  industrial  uses  are 
not  permitted. 

Parcels  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  plan  amendment  due  to  pre-existing 
agreements  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1,  and  EB-2 
(see  Figure  5,  p.  22). 

URBAN  FORM 

FLOOR  AREA  RATIOS 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  basic  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  limit  reductions  in  YBC 
between  approximately  29  percent  and  63  percent,  depending  on  land  use  district. 

In  addition  to  reducing  the  basic  floor  area  ratio  limits,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  the 
elimination  of  the  existing  floor  area  premium  and  development  bonus  system  that  is  provided  in 
the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan.  Under  this  existing  system,  the  base  FAR  in  Land  Use  Districts 
A,  B,  and  C  may  be  augmented  in  development  projects  by  up  to  20  percent  of  the  allowable 
gross  floor  area  if  the  development  provides  certain  building  features  (see  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Sections  II. C. 3  and  n.C.4).  For  providing  direct  access  to  a  rapid  transit  station  mezzanine  from 
a  location  within  the  development  lot  lines  a  maximum  bonus  of  20  percent  may  be  available. 
For  shortening  the  walking  distance  between  a  development  lot  and  rapid  transit,  a  credit  of  up 
to  10%  may  apply.  Bonuses  are  also  available  for  providing  access  to  parking  structures  located 
outside  of  areas  of  concentrated  development  in  Districts  A  and  B,  for  providing  multiple 
building  entrances  and  for  providing  three  kinds  of  open  space  (sidewalk  widenings,  plazas  and 
observation  decks  at  or  above  the  20th  floor).  Sidewalk  widenings  and  plazas  may  earn  a  15% 
FAR  bonus.  Observation  decks  may  add  10,000  square  feet  to  the  base  FAR. 

Under  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan,  within  Land  Use  Districts  D  and  E,  floor  area  premiums 
may  be  awarded  for  development  occupying  corner  lots  or  interior  lots  whose  rear  lot  lines  abut 
streets  or  alleys.  The  FAR  premium  for  corner  lots  provides  for  increasing  the  area  of  the  lot  for 
FAR  computation  purposes  by  25  percent.  Under  the  proposed  project,  floor  area  premiums 
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would  be  discontinued  within  YBC,  since  the  current  City  Planning  Code  restricts  floor  area 
premiums  to  use  districts  other  than  NC,  C-3,  and  Mixed  Use  Districts  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  125). 

However,  the  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan 
provide  for  expansion  of  the  basic  floor  area  ratio  limits  within  C-3  Districts  by  using 
transferable  development  rights  (TDR)(see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  128).  Under  the 
proposed  amended  Revelopment  Plan,  therefore,  the  basic  FAR  within  YBC  Downtown  Districts 
could  be  supplemented  by  this  means.  With  TDR,  the  base  FAR  could  be  increased  up  to  the 
following  limits  in  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts: 

•  Downtown  Office  (C-3-O  (SD)),  from  6.0: 1  to  18.0: 1  (300  percent  increase); 

•  Downtown  Retail  (C-3-R),  from  6.0: 1  to  9.0:1  (50  percent  increase);  and 

•  Downtown  Support  (C-3-S),  from  5.0: 1  to  7.5: 1  (50  percent  increase). 

Under  no  circumstances  could  a  floor  area  ratio  exceed  18.0  to  1  in  the  C-3-0(SD)  District  or 
one-and-a-half  times  the  base  FAR  in  the  C-3-R  and  C-3-S  Districts  (See  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  128(c)(3)  and  Section  123(c)). 

The  TDR  procedure  permits  the  transfer  of  gross  floor  area  from  Transfer  Lots  occupied  by 
buildings  specially  designated  for  preservation  to  Development  Lots.  The  maximum  TDR 
available  on  a  Transfer  Lot  is  the  difference  between  the  allowable  gross  floor  area  for  the  lot 
and  the  actual  floor  area  of  any  existing  development  on  the  lot.  The  use  of  TDR  is  restricted  to 
intra-district  transfers  in  C-3  Districts,  except  that  TDR  can  be  transferred  to  the  C-3-O  (SD) 
District  from  the  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  Districts.  Within  YBC,  this  exception  would  permit 
development  on  EB-3  to  receive  TDR  from  other  YBC  Downtown  District  blocks.  Subject  to 
the  restriction  that  the  development  rights  must  originate  from  a  lot  occupied  by  a  building  with 
the  highest  preservation  rating,  TDR  can  also  be  transferred  to  the  C-3-O  (SD)  District  from  the 
C-3-G,  C-3-S,  and  Extended  Preservation  Districts  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
128(6)(c)(l)). 

In  addition  to  allowing  expansion  of  floor  area  ratio  limits  using  TDR,  the  proposed  project 
would  permit  effective  increases  in  FAR  in  three  other  ways.  The  proposed  project  would:  (a) 
permit  development  above  the  FAR  limits  for  certain  special  uses;  (b)  exclude  certain  uses  from 
gross  floor  area  determinations;  and  (c)  in  the  RSD  District,  allow  transfers  of  gross  floor  area 
from  adjacent  lots  occupied  by  City  Landmarks.  These  are  discussed  below. 
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(a)  Permitted  Development  above  the  Basic  FAR  for  Special  Uses.  In  the  C-3-S  District, 
square  footage  above  the  basic  FAR  would  be  permitted  for  construction  of  designated 
residential  units  for  low  and  moderate-income  households  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  124(f)).  In  the  RSD  District,  square  footage  above  the  basic  FAR  would  be 
permitted  for  live/work  units  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  124(j)). 

(b)  Exclusions  from  Gross  Floor  Area  Determinations.  These  include: 

in  C-3  Districts,  ground  floor  area  in  building  or  pedestrian  circulation  use,  or 
building  service  use  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  102.9(b)(l  1)); 

in  C-3  Districts,  floor  area  occupied  by  businesses  that  meet  the  convenience 
shopping  and  service  needs  of  downtown  residents  and  workers  provided  the  floor 
area  is  (a)  less  than  5,000  square  feet  and  (b)  does  not  exceed  75%  of  the  total  ground 
floor  area,  including  required  open  space  (some  part  of  this  space  may  be  located  on  a 
mezzanine  level)  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  102.9(b)(12)); 

interior  areas  provided  to  fulfill  open  space  requirements  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  102.9(b)(13)); 

in  C-3  Districts  and  the  RSD  District,  space  occupied  by  child  care  facilities,  subject 
to  certain  restrictions  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  102.9(b)(14)); 

in  C-3  Districts  and  the  RSD  District,  space  used  for  cultural,  educational, 
recreational,  religious  or  social  service  functions  provided  they  are  available  to  the 
general  public  at  no  cost  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  1 02.9(b)(  15)). 

(c)  Transfers  of  Gross  Floor  Area  from  Adjacent  Lots  Occupied  by  Landmarks.  In  the  RSD 
District,  the  proposed  project  would  permit  transfers  of  gross  floor  area  to  a  development 
from  an  adjacent  lot  that  is  occupied  by  a  designated  City  landmark  and  that  abuts  the 
transferee  lot  for  a  distance  of  not  less  than  25  feet  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
127(a)).  The  transfer  could  not  increase  the  gross  floor  area  of  the  development  above  the 
total  allowed  for  both  lots  under  the  base  FAR  limit  for  the  use  district;  nor  could  the  total 
square  footage  of  development  on  both  lots  exceed  the  district  base  FAR  limit  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  127(d)). 

Building  Height  and  Bulk  Limits 


The  existing  YBC  Project  Plan  adopts  the  language  of  the  1979  City  Planning  Code  in 
establishing  height  and  bulk  districts  within  YBC  (see  Redevelopment  Plan,  Section  II.C.12). 
The  existing  height  and  bulk  districts  within  YBC  are  consistent  with  those  in  the  1979  City 
Planning  Code  and  the  accompanying  Zoning  Map. 


Under  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  YBC  Project  Plan,  the  height  and  bulk  districts  within 
YBC  would  be  modified  (see  Figures  6  and  7  in  the  main  section  of  the  EIR).  In  each  instance 
where  changes  would  occur  under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  the  result  would  be  a  reduction 
in  allowable  height  and  bulk. 
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The  proposed  project  would  incorporate  two  new  height  and  bulk  district  designations  into  the 
YBC  Project  Plan,  the  S  Bulk  District  and  the  40-X/85-B  Height  and  Bulk  District. 


The  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  require  that 
buildings  within  the  S  Bulk  District  be  considered  to  have  three  bulk  zones,  with  different 
restrictions  applying  to  floor  areas  and  dimensions  in  each  zone.  The  progressive  restriction  of 
areas  and  dimensions  produces  a  gradual  tapering  or  stepping-back  of  the  structure  as  building 
height  increases.  This  effect  serves  three  general  objectives: 

•  aesthetic  enhancement  of  the  upper  profiles  of  individual  downtown  buildings; 

•  reduction  of  negative  microclimatic  effects  on  adjacent  buildings  and  on  the  local  street 
environment;  and 

•  controlling  "benching,"  or  the  tendency  of  downtown  buildings  to  fill  in  as  a  solid  visual 
wall  of  squared-off  blocks. 

These  bulk  limits  apply  primarily  to  buildings  in  the  parts  of  their  vertical  profiles  above  the 
base  zone.  Within  the  base  zone,  there  are  no  restrictions  on  floor  area  or  floor  dimensions.  The 
base  zone  may  not  exceed  1.25  times  the  width  of  the  largest  abutting  street;  otherwise,  the 
height  of  the  base  zone  varies  between  50  and  120  feet  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
270(d)(1)  and  Chart  B). 


Above  the  base  zone,  buildings  are  considered  to  be  divisible  into  two  sections:  the  lower  tower 
and  the  upper  tower. 

•  The  lower  tower  is  a  section  occupying  between  40  and  225  feet  of  the  total  vertical  profile 
of  the  building.  Depending  on  total  building  height,  the  lower  tower  section  can  extend 
from  the  base  to  a  height  of  up  to  345  feet.  Within  the  lower  tower  section,  the  maximum 
floor  length  permitted  is  160  feet,  the  maximum  floor  diagonal  is  190  feet,  the  maximum 
floor  size  is  20,000  square  feet,  and  the  maximum  average  floor  size  is  17,000  square  feet 
(see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  270(d)(2)(A)  and  Chart  B). 

•  In  the  lower  tower,  the  maximum  dimensions  may  be  increased  to  provide  for  elevators  in 
buildings  500  feet  or  taller  (maximum  floor  length  190  feet,  maximum  floor  diagonal 
230  feet,  and  maximum  floor  size  25,000  square  feet.)  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
270(d)(2)(B)  and  Chart  B). 

•  For  buildings  less  than  160  feet  in  height,  the  lower  tower  maximum  dimensions  are  the 
only  bulk  controls  that  apply. 

•  The  upper  tower  zone  is  a  variable  section  occupying  up  to  205  feet  of  the  total  vertical 
profile  of  the  building  between  the  top  of  the  lower  tower  and  the  top  of  the  building,  or  a 
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maximum  height  of  550  feet.  Within  the  upper  tower  section,  the  maximum  floor  length 
permitted  is  130  feet,  the  maximum  average  floor  diagonal  is  160  feet,  the  maximum  floor 
size  is  17,000  square  feet  and  the  maximum  average  floor  size  is  12,000  square  feet  (see 
City  Planning  Code,  Section  270(d)(3)(A)  and  Chart  B). 

•  In  addition,  the  City  Planning  Code  requires  a  proportional  bulk  trade-off  between  the 
lower  tower  and  the  upper  tower.  The  greater  the  average  square  footage  of  the  lower 
tower  floors,  the  greater  the  percent  reduction  required  in  the  volume  of  the  upper  tower, 
up  to  a  maximum  reduction  of  50%  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  270(d)(3)(B)  and 
Chart  C). 

•  The  top  of  the  upper  tower  must  be  designed  so  as  to  create  "a  visually  distinctive  roof  or 
other  termination  of  the  building  facade"  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  270(d)(3)(D). 


Exceptions  to  the  bulk  limits  may  be  made  in  C-3  Districts  for  purposes  that  include  the 
following  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  272): 

•  achievement  of  "a  distinctly  better  design,  in  both  a  public  and  a  private  sense  ..."  (City 
Planning  Code,  Section  272(a)(1)); 

•  construction  of  a  building  that  provides  substantial  community  benefits  and  has  functional 
requirements  in  conflict  with  the  bulk  limits; 

•  construction  of  a  development  whose  design  reduces  its  total  apparent  mass  by  varying  the 
heights,  materials  and  shapes  of  parts  of  the  structure  or  which  transfers  bulk  limit  credits 
and  debits  among  components  or  which  separates  building  elements  on  a  common  site;  and 

•  ensuring  compatibility  with  the  development's  surroundings  by  maintaining  a  silhouette 
that  is  in  harmony  with  neighboring  land  forms  and  building  patterns. 

Exceptions  to  the  bulk  limits  may  not  result  in  development  of  greater  total  gross  floor  area  than 
would  be  otherwise  permitted. 


The  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  include  a 
setback  provision  for  the  S  Bulk  District  within  C-3  Districts  that  also  has  the  effect  of  reducing 
building  mass  above  the  base  zone.  A  15-foot  setback  requirement  applies  at  a  point  in  elevation 
1.25  times  the  width  of  the  principal  street  on  which  a  structure  faces.  Above  300  feet,  a  setback 
plane  is  established  that  slopes  from  15  feet  to  35  feet  at  an  elevation  of  550  feet.  Exceptions  or 
"encroachments"  within  the  setback  zone  are  permitted  where  they  are  offset  by  compensating 
volume  reductions  above  or  below  the  encroachment  or  where,  overall,  they  will  not  impair 
access  to  light  and  air  or  apparent  separation  between  buildings  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  §132. 1(c)(1). 


Under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  EB-3,  WB-1,  and  WB-2  would  be  within  the  S  Bulk 
District.  WB-1  and  WB-2  would  be  subject  to  a  160  foot  height  limit;  proposed  development  on 
that  block  would  be  restricted  by  the  lower  tower  requirements  for  the  S  Bulk  District  only. 
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The  second  new  height  and  bulk  district,  which  the  proposed  plan  amendment  would  incorporate 
into  the  YBC  Project  Plan,  would  be  the  40-X/85-B  District.  Within  this  district,  the  basic 
height  limit  would  be  40  feet;  the  basic  bulk  limit  would  be  a  maximum  building  width  value 
varying  from  35  feet  to  65  feet,  depending  on  slope  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  260(a)(3). 
Height  exceptions  up  to  85  feet  would  be  permitted  with  discretionary  approval  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  in  accordance  with  four  criteria: 

•  reduction  of  shadows  on  open  space  which  is  public,  publicly  accessible  or  which  has  been 
publicly  financed  or  subsidized; 

•  reduction  of  ground  level  wind  currents; 

•  provision  of  live/work  units  above  the  40-foot  base  height;  and 

•  provision  of  housing  for  low-income  and  moderate-income  housing  (see  City  Planning 
Code,  Section  263.11). 

These  criteria  are  discussed  at  greater  length  below  (see  "Wind  and  Shadow"  and  "Housing"). 

In  general,  adoption  of  the  proposed  plan  amendment  would  result  in  lower  height  and  bulk 
limits  throughout  the  area  that  would  be  designated  the  YBC  RSD  District  (see  Figures  6  and  7). 
Currently,  height  limits  in  this  area  range  from  40  feet  to  130  feet,  with  the  majority  of  the 
blocks  subject  to  an  80  foot  or  a  130  foot  maximum  (all  of  WB-3,  SB-2,  and  SB-3).  On  SB-1, 
three  height  limits  apply  and  on  SB-4,  the  existing  height  limit  is  40  feet.  Existing  bulk  limits 
are  also  generally  higher  than  those  proposed;  most  of  the  area  is  currently  designated  Bulk 
District  G,  K,  or  L.  Under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  up  to  40  feet  of  the  X  Bulk  District 
designation  would  apply  to  all  of  WB-3  and  SB-1  and  to  most  of  SB-2.  Above  40  feet,  and  with 
discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  the  B  Bulk  District 
designation  would  apply  to  these  blocks.  Within  the  YBC  RSD  District,  bulk  limits  would  apply 
above  50  feet,  rather  than  above  60  feet  and  80  feet,  as  is  now  generally  the  case.  Maximum 
building  length  would  be  reduced  to  1 10  feet  from  170  feet  in  existing  YBC  Bulk  District  G  and 
250  feet  in  existing  YBC  Bulk  Districts  L  and  K.  The  maximum  building  diagonal  dimension 
would  be  reduced  to  125  feet  from  200  feet  in  existing  YBC  Bulk  District  G  and  from  300  feet 
in  existing  YBC  Bulk  Districts  L  and  K.  An  inclusion  area  of  YBC  Bulk  District  G  would 
remain  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  on  one  corner  of  SB-2  and  on  the  northern  two-thirds  of 
SB-3. 


B-7 


XIV.  Appendices 
B.  Modifications  to  the  YBC  Plan 


OPEN  SPACE 

Within  YBC,  new  non-residential  development  and  additions  equal  to  20  percent  or  more  of  the 
floor  area  of  an  existing  non-residential  development,  would  be  subject  to  a  requirement  to 
provide  open  space  as  part  of  the  project  in  specified  ratios. 

Within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  the  open  space  would  have  to  be  provided  on  the  project 
site  or  within  900  feet  of  the  project  site.  The  open  space  could  be  provided  on  public  land  with 
the  approval  of  the  relevant  public  agencies  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  138(c). 

Within  the  YBC  RSD  District,  if  it  were  determined  that  the  required  open  space  could  not  be 
provided  due  to  site  constraints  or  safety  and  convenience  factors,  two  options  would  be 
available.  A  project  sponsor  could  either  construct  a  pedestrian  mall  or  walkway  within  a  public 
right-of-way  or  pay  a  one-time  fee  of  $.80  per  square  foot  of  required  open  space  to  an  Open 
Space  Fund  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  135.3(d)). 

The  categories  of  allowable  open  space  within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  would  be  required 
to  conform  to  a  detailed  typology  prepared  for  the  Downtown  Area  Plan  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan  (see  Downtown  Area  Plan,  Table  1,  pp.  II.  1.16  -  17).  The  types  of  open 
space  include  gardens,  plazas,  atriums,  public  sitting  areas,  parks,  greenhouses,  and  terraces. 
Within  the  YBC  RSD  District,  open  space  types  would  be  similar. 

Required  open  space  would  have  to  be  easily  accessible  to  the  public.  It  would  have  to  be 
located  so  as  to  provide  convenient  and  safe  entry  and  exit  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Sections 
135.3(b)(1)  and  138(d)(2)).  Within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  at  least  75  percent  of  the 
required  open  space  would  have  to  be  open  to  the  public  during  all  daylight  hours. 

Required  open  space  would  be  subject  to  numerous  criteria  concerning  user  safety  and  comfort 
(see  City  Planning  Code,  Sections  135.3(b)  and  138(d)).  According  to  these  criteria,  required 
open  space  must: 

•  be  well-designed  and  include  landscaping,  where  appropriate  to  the  open  space  type; 

•  include  ample  seating  and,  if  appropriate,  access  to  food  service; 

•  provide  toilet  facilities  open  to  the  public; 

•  be  well-lighted,  if  the  open  space  type  requires  artificial  illumination; 
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•  be  open  to  sunlight,  if  sunlight  is  appropriate  to  the  open  space  type; 

•  provide  adequate  signage; 

•  provide  protection  from  uncomfortable  winds; 

•  be  of  adequate  size,  given  its  intended  use;  and 

•  be  designed  to  promote  user  security  and  safety. 

In  addition  to  observance  of  these  criteria,  within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  the  proposed 
project  would  require  any  new  office  development  or  any  office  addition  equal  to  or  greater  than 
20  percent  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  an  existing  development,  to  contribute  to  the  Downtown 
Park  Special  Fund.  The  one-time  payment  would  be  $2  per  square  foot  of  new  or  added  gross 
floor  area  in  office  use.  The  fee  would  be  subject  to  review  every  three  years.  The  Downtown 
Park  Special  Fund  would  be  used  to  establish  public  park  and  recreation  facilities  for  use  by  the 
daytime  population  of  the  C-3  Districts  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  139). 

The  proposed  project  would  not  change  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan  requirements  respecting 
provision  of  open  space  in  residential  developments,  except  that  the  requirement  would  be 
extended  to  live/work  units.  The  open  space  standard  for  housing  would  remain  36  square  feet 
of  usable  open  space  per  dwelling  unit  if  the  open  space  were  private  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  135(d)  and  Table  135,  and  Section  n.  C.  14(a)).  If  common  open  space  were  provided, 
an  amount  equal  to  1.33  square  feet  for  each  square  foot  of  private  open  space  would  be 
required.  Under  the  proposed  project,  new  live/work  units  would  be  included  in  the  residential 
open  space  requirement  subject  to  the  same  criteria  respecting  the  amount  and  type  to  be 
provided  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  135.2).  For  live/work  units,  in  addition  to  the 
allowable  types  for  dwelling  units  and  group  housing,  rooftop  and  podium  level  gardens,  yards 
and  sundecks  could  qualify  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  135.2(a)). 

WIND  AND  SHADOW 

The  proposed  project  includes  the  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  requiring  the  reduction  of  wind  currents, 
whether  the  exceedances  are  pre-existing  or  the  effect  of  a  proposed  development.  Within  the 
Downtown  Districts,  the  standard  would  be  that  ground  level  wind  speeds  could  not  exceed, 
more  than  10  percent  of  the  time  year  round,  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  a  comfort  level 
of  1 1  m.p.h.  equivalent  wind  speed  in  pedestrian  areas  and  seven  m.p.h.  equivalent  wind  speed 
in  public  seating  areas  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  148(a)).  (Equivalent  wind  speed  is  an 
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hourly  mean  measurement,  adjusted  to  incorporate  the  effects  of  gusting  and  turbulence  on 
pedestrians.)  In  the  event  existing  wind  speeds  on  a  development  site  exceed  the  standard,  the 
development  would  be  required  to  reduce  wind  speeds  to  the  specified  levels,  using  building 
design  and  wind-baffling  measures  to  accomplish  the  reduction.  The  wind  reduction 
requirement  would  pertain  for  all  new  development  and  all  additions  to  existing  developments. 
Exceptions  could  be  granted  where  satisfaction  of  the  standard  could  be  shown  to  restrict  the 
development  potential  of  the  site  or  to  impair  building  aesthetics  or  where  it  is  determined  that 
the  exceedances  are  insignificant  either  in  degree  or  duration  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
148(a)).  However,  in  no  case  would  development  be  permitted  that  causes  wind  speeds  to  reach 
or  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  m.p.h.  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  148(a). 

The  YBC  Downtown  District  ground  wind  speed  reduction  requirements  would  also  apply 
within  the  YBC  RSD  District  to  buildings  granted  discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  for  exceptions  to  the  40-foot  height  limit  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
263.11(c)). 

Under  the  proposed  project,  in  addition  to  wind  speed  reduction  standards,  new  buildings  and 
additions  in  YBC  would  be  required  to  reduce  shadows  on  public  open  spaces.  Where  building 
heights  would  exceed  50  feet,  development  projects  would  have  to  take  into  account  the  extent 
and  duration  of  any  potential  shadows  cast  on  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  spaces, 
especially  open  space  types  to  which  direct  sunlight  access  is  appropriate.  As  feasible  in  terms 
of  aesthetics  and  the  development  potential  of  the  site,  building  shapes  would  have  to  be 
designed  to  reduce  "substantial"  shadow  impacts  on  public  open  spaces  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  147).  Within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  new  buildings  and  additions  would  have  to 
be  designed  to  reduce  substantial  shadow  impacts  on  public  sidewalks,  consistent  with  aesthetic 
considerations  and  the  development  potential  of  the  building  site  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  146).  On  the  west  side  of  Second  Street  in  EB-3,  maintenance  of  sunlight  penetration  to 
the  sidewalk  would  be  required;  a  sun  access  plane  with  a  minimum  angle  of  62  degrees  would 
restrict  building  dimensions  above  132  feet  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  146(a)).  Within 
the  YBC  RSD  District,  one  of  the  four  criteria  for  granting  exceptions  to  the  40-foot  height 
restriction  would  be  that  proposed  developments  control  shadow  impacts  on  public,  publicly 
accessible  and  publicly  financed  or  subsidized  open  space.  Exceptions  to  the  height  restriction 
on  WB-3  and  SB-1  would  not  be  permitted  if  they  would  impair  light  and  air  access  to 
residential  uses  on  certain  parcels  or  direct  sunlight  penetration  to  residential  open  spaces  on 
those  parcels  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  263.1 1(b)). 
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On  a  site-specific  basis,  adoption  of  the  proposed  plan  amendment  could  result  in  the  reduction 
of  existing  ground  level  wind  currents  as  well  as  the  limitation  of  ground  level  wind  currents  in 
new  developments  and  additions  within  YBC.  The  proposed  project  could  also  curtail  the 
shadow  effects  of  new  developments  and  additions  on  public  open  spaces. 

HOUSING 

The  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  SOM  Plan  emphasize  the 
importance  of  retaining  existing  housing  in  the  South  of  Market  area  and  of  adding  to  the 
housing  stock,  especially  live/work,  group  and  low-  and  moderate-income  housing.  Under  the 
proposed  project,  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  residential  dwelling  units  would  be  a  permitted 
use  and  group  housing  would  require  discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Sections  815.12  and  815.13).  Demolition  or  conversion 
of  dwelling  units  or  group  housing  units,  including  conversion  to  live/work  uses,  would  be 
permitted  only  subject  to  discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
(see  City  Planning  Code,  Sections  803.5(b)  and  233(a)).  Most  new  non-residential  uses  would 
be  permitted  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  only  if  the  ratio  in  a  development  project  between  the 
occupied  floor  area  in  residential  use  and  that  in  non-residential  use  were  three-to-one  or  greater 
(see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  803.5(i)(  1 )).  Exceptions  to  the  40-foot  height  limit  within  the 
YBC  RSD  District  would  be  made  for  construction  of  live/work  units,  subject  to  discretionary 
approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
263. 1 1(d)).  The  density  of  these  live/work  units  would  not  be  restricted  by  the  usual  standard  of 
one  dwelling  unit  per  200  square  feet  of  lot  area,  but  rather  would  be  established  as  part  of  the 
discretionary  approval  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  124(j)(l)).  The  floor  area  occupied  by 
live/work  units  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  would  be  exempt  from  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  limit 
calculations  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  102.9(b)(  19)). 

Within  the  YBC  RSD  District,  the  proposed  project  would  promote  the  provision  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing.  One  of  the  criteria  for  permitting  exceptions  to  the  40-foot  height 
limit  within  the  YBC  RSD  District  would  be  affordability.  In  determining  whether  to  allow  a 
height  exception,  a  factor  would  be  the  extent  to  which  a  proposed  development  would  include 
residential  and  live/work  units  affordable  to  low-  and  moderate-income  households  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  263. 1 1(e)).  A  requirement  could  be  imposed  that  the  development 
maintain  a  stated  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  units  approved  as  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  for  a  stated  number  of  years  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  263.1 1(e)). 
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Within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  similar  City  Planning  Code  requirements  concerning 
demolition  and  conversion  of  existing  housing  and  exceptions  to  the  basic  FAR  limits  would 
apply  under  the  proposed  project.  Demolition  of  residential  buildings  and  conversion  to  non- 
residential uses  above  the  ground  floor  would  be  permitted  if  authorized  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission,  except  where  demolition  was  determined  to  be  required  as  a  matter  of 
public  safety  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  212(e)).  Consideration  of  the  effects  upon  the 
housing  stock  of  conversion  or  demolition,  among  other  factors,  would  be  required  as  part  of  the 
discretionary  approval.  Square  footage  above  the  base  FAR  limit  for  a  given  YBC  Downtown 
District  would  be  permitted  with  discretionary  approval  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commmission  for  the  construction  of  owned  and  rented  residential  units  for  low-  and  moderate- 
income  households  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  124(f)).  Such  residential  units  would  be 
specially  designated  and  kept  affordable  to  low  and  moderate-income  households  using  criteria 
based  on  median  county  income  for  a  period  of  20  years  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section 
124(f)(3)(C)). 

BUILDING  AND  URBAN  DISTRICT  PRESERVATION 

Within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  the  proposed  project  would  incorporate  the  relevant 
sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  procedures  for  designating 
buildings  and  areas  that  have  special  architectural,  aesthetic,  or  historical  merit  to  protect  them 
from  demolition  or  alteration  and  for  conveying  transferable  development  rights  (TDR)  from 
lots  occupied  by  designated  buildings  to  proposed  development  projects  (see  City  Planning 
Code,  Article  11). 

The  preservation  procedures  provided  in  Article  1 1  have  several  components: 

•      Building  designations.  Buildings  in  the  C-3  District  must  be  assigned  to  one  of  five 

preservation  categories,  according  to  established  criteria:  Significant  (Categories  I  and  II); 
Contributory  (Categories  HI  and  IV);  and  Unrated  (Category  V)  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Sections  1 102  and  1 102.1).  The  rating  criteria  include  age,  excellence  of  design,  and 
cultural  and/or  historical  importance.  Because  the  proposed  project  includes  the 
incorporation  of  the  preservation  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  into  the  YBC 
Project  Plan,  upon  adoption  all  buildings  within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  would  be 
required  to  be  rated.  There  are  at  present  two  designated  City  Landmark  buildings  in 
YBC,  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation,  both  in  CB-1.  According  to  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  other  properties  within  YBC  have  been  evaluated  as  having 
sufficient  historical  and/or  architectural  value  to  be  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  p.  201).  These  include  the 
Mercantile  Building,  the  Blumenthal  Building  and  the  Williams  Building,  the  Jessie  Hotel, 
the  Salvation  Army  Building,  and  St.  Patrick's  Church.  Under  the  proposed  plan 
amendment,  the  status  of  these  and  other  YBC  buildings  could  be  changed  to  that  of 
Significant  or  Contributory  buildings,  making  them  eligible  to  participate  in  transfers  of 
development  rights  (TDR). 
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•  Demolition  and  Alteration.  Specific  permit  approval  must  be  obtained  for  the  demolition 
or  alteration  of  a  Significant  or  a  Contributory  Building,  or  an  Unrated  Building  in  a 
Conservation  District.  Generally,  no  demolition  may  be  approved  for  a  Significant  or 
Contributory  Building  unless  there  is  no  market  value  or  reasonable  use  remaining,  or 
unless  it  is  determined  that  an  imminent  safety  hazard  exists  (see  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  1 1 12.7).  The  standards  for  alterations  vary  somewhat  according  to  the  rated 
importance  of  a  building  However,  generally  the  standards  require  preservation  of  the 
distinguishing  original  attributes  of  a  building,  while  permitting  modifications  which  are 
compatible  with  its  scale,  form,  architectural  character  and  any  distinctive  stylistic  features 
(see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  1 1 1 1.6). 

•  Conservation  Districts.  The  City  Planning  Code  accommodates  six  Conservation  Districts 
within  the  C-3  District  and  provides  for  the  designation  of  additional  areas  as  well  as  for 
boundary  changes  of  existing  Conservation  Districts  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Sections 

1 103.1  and  1 107).  In  addition,  the  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  that 
implement  the  SOM  Plan  include  a  designated  Extended  Preservation  District  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  819). 

•  Transfer  of  Development  Rights  (TDR).  As  noted  above,  "Urban  Form/Floor  Area  Ratio 
(FAR)  Limits,"  the  relevant  section  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the 
Downtown  Plan  allows  the  transfer  to  new  development  projects  of  gross  square  footage 
from  Transfer  Lots.  These  are  lots  within  the  C-3  Districts  occupied  by  Significant  and 
Contributory  Buildings,  by  unrated  buildings  in  a  Conservation  District,  or  by  City 
Landmarks  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  128(a)(3)).  The  transferable  development 
rights  (TDR)  from  a  Transfer  Lot  can  augment  the  FAR  allowance  for  a  proposed  project 
on  a  Development  Lot  by  an  amount  up  to  300  percent  of  the  base  FAR,  depending  on  the 
C-3  District  in  which  the  development  lot  is  located  (see  above,  and  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  123(c)).  The  amount  of  TDR  available  from  a  Transfer  Lot  is  defined  as  the 
difference  between  the  gross  square  footage  allowable  on  the  lot  under  the  base  FAR  and 
the  gross  square  footage  of  the  existing  development  on  the  lot. 


Under  the  proposed  project,  transfers  of  development  rights  would  also  be  possible  within  the 
YBC  RSD  District.  As  noted  above,  "Urban  Form/Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  Limits,"  these 
transfers  would  involve  the  conveyance  of  development  rights  to  development  lots  from  lots 
which  were  adjacent  and  occupied  by  a  City  Landmark  (see  above,  and  City  Planning  Code, 
Section  127). 

VEHICLE  CIRCULATION.  PARKING  AND  LOADING 


The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  material  changes  to  the  parking  space  requirements  of 
the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan,  except  that  live/work  units  would  be  included  in  the  requirement. 
Live/work  units  would  be  required  to  provide  one  off-street  parking  space  for  each  2,000  square 
feet  of  occupied  floor  area  over  7,500  square  feet  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  151,  Table 
151,  and  Redevelopment  Plan,  Section  D.C.5).  Under  the  proposed  project,  the  requirements 
pertaining  to  dimensions,  locations  and  arrangements  for  off-street  parking  would  be  unchanged 
in  the  YBC  Project  Plan. 
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The  relevant  section  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan  includes  a 
specific  measure  to  discourage  long-term  fee  parking.  The  measure  stipulates  that  in  C-3 
Districts,  the  rate  for  eight  hours  in  off-street  parking  spaces  provided  for  non-residential  or 
hotel-related  uses  shall  be  not  less  than  10  times  the  rate  for  the  first  hour.  The  measure  also 
prohibits  discounted  rates  for  weekly,  monthly  or  similar  extended  periods  (see  City  Planning 
Code,  Section  155(g)).  These  requirements  would  apply  to  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  under 
the  proposed  project. 


The  off-street  freight  loading  requirements  in  the  City  Planning  code  are  generally  more 
restrictive  than  their  counterparts  in  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan.  In  summary,  under  the 
proposed  project,  off-street  freight  loading  requirements  within  YBC  would  be  revised  as 
follows: 

•  Retail  Uses.  Under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  the  off-street  freight  loading  space 
requirement  for  retail  uses  would  double  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  152.1  and  Table 
152. 1).  The  City  Planning  Code  requirement  is  one  freight  loading  space  per  25,000 
square  feet.  A  100,000  square  feet  retailing  facility,  therefore,  would  require  four  spaces, 
as  opposed  to  two  under  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan;  a  200,000  square  feet  facility 
would  require  eight  spaces  as  opposed  to  four  under  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan. 

•  Office  Uses.  Under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  the  off-street  freight  loading  space 
requirement  for  office  uses  would  increase.  Office  developments  would  be  required  to 
provide  0.1  freight  loading  space  for  each  10,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area.  This 
would  result  in  five  spaces  for  500,000  square  feet  of  office  development.  Under  the 
existing  YBC  Project  Plan,  the  same  square  footage  would  require  two  spaces. 

•  Wholesaling  and  Manufacturing  Uses.  Under  the  proposed  plan  amendment,  the  off-street 
freight  loading  space  requirement  for  wholesaling  and  manufacturing  uses  would  increase. 
For  example,  using  the  City  Planning  code  ratio  of  0.21  spaces  per  10,000  square  feet,  a 
360,000  square  feet  wholesaling  facility  would  require  eight  spaces  under  the  proposed 
plan  amendment  as  opposed  to  five  under  the  existing  YBC  Project  Plan. 

•  Hotel/Residential  Uses.  Hotels  and  apartments  would  have  the  same  off-street  freight 
loading  space  requirements  under  the  proposed  project  as  under  the  existing  YBC  Project 
Plan. 

•  Live/Work  Units.  Under  the  proposed  project,  live/work  units  would  be  required  to 
provide  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  in  different  ratios,  depending  on  the  YBC  District. 
In  the  YBC  RSD  District,  one  space  would  be  required  for  live/work  spaces  having 
between  10,001  and  50,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area;  thereafter,  a  ratio  would  apply 
of  0.21  spaces  per  additional  10,000  square  feet.  In  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  no 
requirement  would  apply  to  live/work  units  below  100,000  square  feet  (see  City  Planning 
Code,  Section  1 52. 1  and  Table  1 52. 1 ). 


The  minimum  dimensions  for  freight  loading  spaces  would  be  unchanged  under  the  proposed 
plan  amendment,  except  for  an  increase  in  the  width  requirement  for  all  but  the  first  space  from 
10  feet  to  12  feet  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  154(b)). 
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The  proposed  project  would  also  establish  new  special  location  and  arrangement  requirements 
for  freight  loading  and  service  facilities  in  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts  and  the  YBC  RSD 
District.  The  relevant  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code  implementing  the  provisions  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  would  include  the  following: 

•  All  off-street  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  spaces  must  be  completely  enclosed  and 
accessible  via  a  private  service  driveway,  which  itself  would  be  contained  within  the 
enclosed  space.  The  private  service  driveway  must  be  large  enough  to  permit  vehicles  to 
maneuver  into  and  out  of  all  the  provided  spaces.  The  driveway  may  have  to  be  as  much 
as  30  feet  in  width  to  facilitate  vehicle  entry  from  the  adjacent  curb  or  the  inside  traffic 
lane  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  155(d)); 

•  Service  vehicle  spaces  may  be  separated  from  loading  spaces  and  located  in  a  parking 
structure  or  garage  where  site  constraints  dictate  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  155(e)); 

•  Freight  elevators  must  be  provided  from  loading  spaces  to  all  floors  that  contain  the  uses 
on  the  basis  of  which  the  freight  loading  space  calculation  was  performed  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  155(f));  and 

•  A  raised  loading  dock  sufficient  for  short-term  storage  of  delivered  goods  must  be 
provided  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  155(f)). 

Under  the  proposed  project,  provision  of  tour  bus  loading  spaces  for  hotel  uses  in  the  YBC 
Downtown  Districts  would  be  required.  The  requirement  would  be  one  off-street  loading  space 
for  a  hotel  with  between  20 1  and  350  rooms  and  thereafter,  one  additional  space  for  every  300 
rooms.  Minimum  dimensions  would  be  established  for  the  loading  spaces  and  a  bypass  through 
lane  would  be  required  in  the  event  there  were  more  than  one  loading  space  (see  City  Planning 
Code,  Section  162(a)).  These  requirements  could  be  waived  for  reasons  having  to  do  with  site 
and  ground  floor  area  constraints  and  the  availability  of  alternative  loading  spaces  at  the  curb  or 
elsewhere  in  the  immediate  vicinity  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  162(b)(  1-3)). 

REQUIRED  PROVISION  OF  SERVICES 

Child  Care.  Under  the  proposed  project,  within  the  YBC  Downtown  Districts,  new,  added,  or 
converted  office  uses  totaling  100,000  square  feet  or  more  would  be  required  to  provide  child 
care  brokerage  services  on-site  for  the  life  of  the  project.  Any  such  office  development  totaling 
50,000  square  feet  would  be  required  to  provide  child-care  brokerage  services  either  on-site  or 
within  a  radius  of  two  city  blocks  from  the  proposed  project  for  the  life  of  the  project  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  165(b)).  Under  the  proposed  project,  the  developer  of  two  of  the  parcels 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  amended  YBC  Project  Plan,  EB-2A  and  EB-2C,  would  pay 
a  $1  per  square  foot  child  care  fee  as  part  of  the  exaction  fee  of  $15. 19  per  gross  square  foot  of 
floor  area  (see  Memorandum  of  Understanding  Concerning  Phase  3  Amendment,  Section  20(b)). 
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Transportation  Management  Programs.  Under  the  proposed  project,  within  the  YBC  Downtown 
Districts  and  the  YBC  RSD  District,  new,  added,  or  converted  office  uses  totaling  100,000 
square  feet  or  more  would  be  required  to  provide  on-site  transportation  brokerage  services  and  to 
prepare  a  transportation  management  program.  The  brokerage  services  and  the  management 
plan  would  be  designed,  among  other  things,  to: 

•  promote  and  coordinate  ride-sharing  for  tenants  of  the  structure; 

•  reduce  tenant  parking  demand  and  ensure  efficient  use  of  existing  parking; 

•  provide  for  the  distribution  of  transit  information  and  the  sale  of  transit  passes  on-site;  and 

•  encourage  staggered  work  hours  to  reduce  the  peaks  in  downtown  arrival  and  departure 
loads  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  163(b)). 

Resident  Placement  and  Training  Program.  Under  the  proposed  project,  within  the  YBC 
Downtown  Districts,  new,  added,  or  converted  office  uses  totaling  100,000  square  feet  or  more 
would  be  required  to  provide  job  placement  and  training  programs  that  would  promote  local 
employment  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  164(b)).  These  programs  would  be  designed  to 
mitigate  the  adverse  transit  and  traffic  effects  of  employing  nonresident  commuters  in  congested 
downtown  areas.  The  placement  and  training  programs  would  incorporate  any  applicable  state  or 
local  requirements  concerning  minorities  and  economically  disadvantaged  women  (see  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  164(c)). 

Public  Artworks.  The  proposed  project  includes  a  requirement  that,  for  any  new  building  in  a 
YBC  Downtown  District  or  for  any  addition  of  floor  area  in  excess  of  25,000  square  feet,  works 
of  art  costing  an  amount  equal  to  1%  of  the  construction  cost  be  installed  and  maintained  in  clear 
public  view  (see  City  Planning  Code,  Section  149).  The  works  of  art,  which  could  not  include 
architectural  details  of  the  structure,  could  be  of  various  types  so  long  as  they  were  permanently 
attached  to  the  structure  or  its  grounds.  The  works  of  art  could  be  installed  in  the  building  or  on 
some  portion  of  its  required  open  space  so  long  as  they  were  clearly  visible;  upon  approval,  the 
art  could  be  sited  on  public  property  adjacent  to  the  building  or  in  the  lobby  area  of  a  hotel. 

New  buildings  or  additions  in  excess  of  25,000  square  feet  in  C-3  Districts  are  further  required 
to  provide  a  plaque  or  cornerstone  identifying  the  creator  of  the  works  of  art  and,  also,  the 
project  architect  responsible  for  the  building  or  addition. 
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APPENDIX  C:  TRANSPORTATION 


TABLE  C-l:  PASSENGER  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  ON  BUS  TRANSIT 


Level  of  Passenger 
Service  Description  per  Seat 

A        Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  of  excellent  passenger  0.00-0.50 
comfort.  Passenger  loadings  are  low  with  fewer  than  half  the  seats 
filled.  There  is  little  or  no  restriction  on  passenger  maneuverability. 
Passenger  loading  times  do  not  affect  scheduled  operation. 

B        Level  of  Service  B  is  in  the  range  of  passenger  comfort  with  0.51-0.75 
moderate  passenger  loadings.  Passengers  still  have  reasonable 
freedom  of  movement  on  the  transit  vehicle.  Passenger  loading 
times  do  not  affect  scheduled  operations. 

C        Level  of  Service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of  passenger  comfort,  but  0.76- 1 .00 

loadings  approach  seated  capacity  and  passenger  maneuverability  on 
the  transit  vehicle  is  beginning  to  be  restricted.  Relatively 
satisfactory  operating  schedules  are  still  obtained  as  passenger 
loading  times  are  not  excessive. 


D        Level  of  Service  D  approaches  uncomfortable  passenger  conditions       1 .0 1  - 1 .25 
with  tolerable  numbers  of  standees.  Passengers  have  restricted 
freedom  to  move  about  on  the  transit  vehicle.  Conditions  can  be 
tolerated  for  short  periods  of  time.  Passenger  loadings  begin  to 
affect  schedule  adherence,  as  the  restricted  freedom  of  movement  for 
passengers  requires  longer  loading  times. 

E        Level  of  Service  E  passenger  loadings  approach  manufacturers'  1.26-1.50 
recommended  maximums  and  passenger  comfort  is  at  low  levels. 
Freedom  to  move  about  is  substantially  diminished.  Passenger 
loading  times  increase  as  mobility  of  passengers  on  the  transit  vehicle 
decreases.  Scheduled  operation  is  difficult  to  maintain  at  this  level. 
Bunching  of  buses  tends  to  occur,  which  can  rapidly  cause  operations 
to  deteriorate. 

F        Level  of  Service  F  describes  crush  loadings.  Passenger  comfort  and  1.51-1.60 
maneuverability  are  extremely  poor.  Crush  loadings  lead  to 
deterioration  of  scheduled  operations  through  substantially  increased 
loading  times. 


SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  from  information  in  the  Interim  Materials 
on  Highway  Capacity,  Transportation  Research  Circular  212,  pp.  73-1 13, 
Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS 


The  capacity  analysis  of  each  intersection  at  which  a  turning  movement  count  was  made  used  the 
"critical  lane"  method.  This  method  of  capacity  calculation  is  a  summation  of  maximum 
conflicting  approach  lane  volumes  that  gives  the  capacity  of  an  intersection  in  vehicles  per  hour 
per  lane.  (This  method  is  explained  in  detail  in  an  article  entitled  "Intersection  Capacity 
Measurement  Through  Critical  Movement  Summations:  A  Planning  Tool,"  by  Henry  B. 
Mclnemey  and  Stephen  G.  Peterson,  January  1971,  Traffic  Engineering.  This  method  is  also 
explained  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity",  Transportation  Research  Circular 
No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  January  1980).  The  maximum  service  volume  for 
Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection  capacity.  A  service  volume  is  the  maximum 
number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  an  intersection  during  a  specified  time  period  in  which 
operating  conditions  are  maintained  corresponding  to  the  selected  and  specified  Level  of  Service 
(see  Table  D-2).  For  each  intersection  analyzed,  the  existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed 
and  a  volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio  calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume  by  the  capacity 
at  Level  of  Service  E. 


PEDESTRIAN  ANALYSIS 


The  pedestrian  analysis  has  been  conducted  following  methods  developed  by  Pushkarev  and 
Zupan  in  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians  (MIT  Press,  1975).  Table  C-3  shows  the  relationship 
between  pedestrian  flow  rates  and  the  flow  regimes  (categories)  used  to  describe  levels  of 
operation.  Figure  C-2  shows  photographs  of  pedestrian  conditions  that  correspond  to  the  flow 
regimes. 
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TABLE  C-2:  VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity 
Service  Description  (v/c)  Ratio/a/ 

A       Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach        less  than  0.60 
to  an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements 
are  made  easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No 
vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication. 
The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B        Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  0.61-0.70 
to  an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some 
delays  may  be  encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel 
somewhat  restricted  within  groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  very  good. 

C        Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  0.7 1-0.80 

to  an  intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may 
occur  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat 
restricted,  but  not  objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally 
may  have  to  wait  more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication. 
The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D        Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  0.81-0.90 
restriction  causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles 
on  approaches  to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within 
the  peak  period.  However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles 
with  lower  demand  such  that  queues  are  periodically  cleared, 
thus  preventing  excessive  back-ups.  The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  fair. 

E        Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  0.91-1.00 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting 
upstream  of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up 
to  several  signal  cycles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  poor. 

F        Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Back-ups  1.01  + 

from  locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict 
or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.  Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through 
the  intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle. 
Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less 
than  capacity. 


/a/     Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  from  Transportation  Research  Circular 
No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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TABLE  C-3:  PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMEN 


riow  Kegime/d/ 

L,noicc 

v_-oniucis 

Plrm/  Ratp  fn/f/mVh/ 
rlUW  rvdlc  ip/I/IIU/U/ 

Open 

Free  Selection 

None 

less  than  0.5 

Unimpeded 

Some  Selection 

Minor 

0.5  to  2.0 

Impeded 

Some  Selection 

High  Indirect 
Interaction 

2.1  to  6.0 

Constrained 

Some  Restriction 

Multiple 

6.1  to  10.0 

Crowded 

Restricted 

High  Probability 

10.1  to  14.0 

Design  Limit 

-  UDDer  Limit  of  Desirable  Flow 

Congested 

All  Reduced 

Frequent 

14.1  to  18.0 

Jammed 

Shuffle  Only 

Unavoidable 

Not  applicable/c/ 

/a/     Photographs  of  these  conditions  are  shown  in  Figure  D-2. 

/b/    P/F/M  =  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  effective  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 

Id     For  Jammed  Flow,  the  (attempted)  flow  rate  degrades  to  zero  at  complete  breakdown. 

SOURCE:  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians,  MIT  Press,  1975,  Cambridge,  MA. 
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JAMMED  FLOW.  Space  per  pedestrian     comfortable  maximum  flow  rate  of 


in  this  view  is  about  3.8  sq  ft  (0.35 
m2 ).  This  is  representative  of  the 
lower  half  of  the  speed-flow  curve, 
where  only  shuffling  movement  is 
possible  and  even  the  extremely  un- 


25  people  per  min  per  ft  (82  per  m) 
of  walkway  width  cannot  be  attained 
due  to  lack  of  space.  Photograph  by 
Louis  B.  Schlivek. 


The  threshold  of  CONGESTED  FLOW. 
The  first  eleven  people  in  the  view 
have  about  1 6  sq  ft  ( 1 .5  m2  )  per  per- 
son, corresponding  to  a  flow  rate  of 
about  15  people  per  min  per  ft  (49 
per  m)  of  walkway  width.  The  begin- 
nings of  congestion  are  evident  in 
bodily  conflicts  affecting  at  least  three 
of  the  walkers,  and  in  blocked  oppor- 
tunities for  walking  at  a  normal  pace. 


The  onset  of  CROWDED  FLOW,  with 
an  average  of  about  24  sq  ft  (2.2  m2  ) 
per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of  about  10 
people  per  min  per  ft  (33  per  m)  of 
walkway  width.  Choice  of  speed  is  par- 
tially restricted,  the  probability  of 
conflicts  is  fairly  high,  passing  is  diffi- 
cult. Voluntary  groups  of  two,  of 
which  two  can  be  seen  in  the  picture, 
are  maintained,  but  cause  interference. 
Note  also  some  overflow  into  the  vehi- 
cular roadway  in  the  background. 


The  midpoint  of  the  CONSTRAINED 
FLOW  range,  with  about  30  sq  ft 
(2.8  m2  )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  8  people  per  min  per  ft  (26  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  The  choice  of 
speed  is  occasionally  restricted,  cross- 
ing and  passing  movements  are  possi- 
ble, but  with  interference  and  with 
the  likelihood  of  conflicts.  The  man  in 
the  dark  suit  seems  to  be  able  to  cross 
in  front  of  the  two  women  in  the  fore- 
ground quite  freely,  but  in  the  back- 
ground near  the  curb  people  are 
having  difficulty  with  passing  maneu- 


SOURCE:  Pushkarev  and  Zupan 


 Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  EIR  ■ 

Figure  C-2 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 
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The  midpoint  of  the  IMPEDED 
EEOW  range,  with  about  73  sq  ft 
(6.9  m2  )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rale  of 
about  4  people  per  min  per  ft  (13  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  Physical  con- 
flicts are  absent,  but  pedestrian  navi- 
gation does  require  constant  indirect 
interaction  with  others.  This  rate  of 
flow  is  recommended  as  an  upper 
limit  for  the  design  of  outdoor  walk- 
ways in  shopping  districts  and  other 
dense  parts  of  downtown  areas. 


The  borderline  between  IMI'KDKD 
and  UNIMPEDED  KKOW,  with  about 
1 30  sq  f t  (12m2)  per  person,  or  a 
flow  rate  of  about  2  people  per  min 
per  ft  (6.5  per  m)  of  walkway  width. 
Individuals  as  well  as  couples  visible  in 
this  view  have  a  choice  of  speed  and 
direction  of  movement.  This  rale  of 
flow  is  recommended  for  design  of 
outdoor  walkways  in  office  districts 
and  other  less  dense  parts  of  down- 
town areas. 


The  uneven  nature  of  UNIMPEDED 
KKOW.  While  the  people  walking  in 
the  pla/.a   which  is  17  ft  (5.2  m)  wide, 
compared  to  23  ft  (7  m)  in  the  preced- 
ing pic  ture   have  almost  130  sq  ft 
(12  m2)  per  person  on  the  average,  the 
space  allocation  for  the  eight  indivi- 
duals in  the  foreground  is  closer  to  70 
sq  ft  (6.4  m2).  Thus,  indirect  inter- 
action with  others  is  still  quite  fre- 
quent in  the  upper  range  of  UN- 
IMPEDED KKOW. 


Lower  range  of  UNIMPEDED  move- 
ment, approaching  OPEN  KKOW. 
About  350  sq  ft  (32.2  m2)  per  person, 
or  a  flow  rate  of  less  than  1  person  per 
min  per  ft  (3.3  per  m)  of  walkway 
width.  Complete  freedom  to  select  the 
speed  anil  direction  of  movement;  in- 
dividuals behave  quite  independently 
of  each  other.  Kor  a  design  standard 
based  solely  on  pedestrian  density,  this 
amount  of  space  can  be  considered  ex- 
cessive. 


SOURCE:  Pushksrev  and  Zupui 
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Figure  C-2  (continued) 

Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 
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APPENDIX  D:  AIR  QUALITY 


TABLE  D-1:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY,  1987-1989 


Pollutant 
Ozone  (O3) 

Highest  l^  average,  ppm/b/ 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 
Highest  1-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 
Highest  8-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 
Highest  1-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 
Highest  24-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

Particulate  Matter- 10  Micron  (PM  \  q) 
Highest  24-hr  average,  ug/m3  /b/ 

Number  of  standard  excesses /g/ 
Annual  Geometric  Mean,  ug/m3 

Lead 

Highest  30-day  average,  ug/m3 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


Monitoring  Data  by  Year /a/ 
Standard        1987    1988  1989 


0.09/c/ 

0.09 

0.09 

0.08 

0 

yj 

0 

0 

20  Old 

17  0 

1  /  .  \J 

1 5  0 

14  0 

0 

0 

0 

9  0/c/ 

10  0 

12  8 

9  0 

1 

1 

0 

0.25/c/ 

0.15 

0.12 

0.14/ 

0 

0 

0 

0.05/d,f/ 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0 

0 

0 

50/c/ 

65 

117 

101 

4 

5 

13 

30/c/ 

21.7 

23.1 

31.6 

1.5/d/ 

0.10 

0.11 

0.09 

0 

0 

0 

NOTES:  NR  =  Not  Recorded:  NA  =  Not  Applicable 

Underlined  values  indicate  violations  of  standards. 

/a/     CO  data  were  collected  at  the  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  at  939  Ellis  Street:  all  other 

data  were  collected  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station. 
Ibl    ppm  -  parts  per  million:  ug/m3  -  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 
Id     State  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded. 
fdl     State  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

Id     Data  presented  are  valid,  but  incomplete  in  that  an  insufficient  number  of  valid  data  points 
were  collected  to  meet  EPA  and/or  ARB  criteria  for  representativeness. 

HI     State  standard  applies  at  locations  where  state  1  -hour  ozone  or  particulate  standards  are 
violated.  Federal  standard  of  365  ug/m3  applies  elsewhere. 

Igl     Measured  every  six  days. 

SOURCE:  California  Air  Resources  Board,  Air  Quality  Data  Summaries,  1987-1989. 
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APPENDIX  E:  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  REGULATORY  FRAMEWORK 


Laws  and  regulations  govern  the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  at  the  federal, 
state,  and  local  levels.  The  major  laws  and  regulations  are  discussed  below. 

FEDERAL 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  is  responsible  for  enforcing  regulations  at  the 
federal  level  pertaining  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes.  The  primary  federal  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  laws  are  contained  in  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976 
(RCRA),  and  in  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
of  1980  (CERCLA).  These  laws  require  that  responsible  parties  report  any  known  hazardous 
waste  contamination  of  soil  or  groundwater  to  the  EPA.  (State  and  local  agencies  also  must  be 
involved.  In  San  Francisco,  reporting  must  include  the  California  Department  of  Health 
Services,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  or  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  depending  on  specific  circumstances.)  Any 
contamination  that  threatens  public  health  or  the  environment  must  be  remediated  by  the 
responsible  party  according  to  certain  standards  set  by  the  EPA. 

Federal  statutes  pertaining  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  contained  in  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (40  CFR).  The  regulations  contain  specific  guidelines  for  determining 
whether  a  waste  is  hazardous,  based  on  either  the  source  of  generation  or  the  properties  of  the 
waste.  Determination  of  standards  for  remediation  of  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  is 
performed  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  However,  extensive  federal  guidance  exists  for  determining 
acceptable  levels  of  residual  contaminants  in  soil  and  groundwater. 

STATE 

The  EPA  has  delegated  much  of  its  regulatory  authority  to  individual  states  whenever  adequate 
state  regulatory  programs  exist.  In  California,  EPA  has  retained  RCRA  responsibility,  but 
approval  of  state  programs  is  pending.  The  Toxic  Substance  Control  Division  of  the  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS)  is  the  agency  empowered  to  enforce  federal  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  regulations  in  California,  in  conjunction  with  the  EPA. 
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California  hazardous  materials  and  waste  laws  incorporate  federal  standards,  but  in  many 
respects  are  stricter.  For  example,  the  California  Hazardous  Waste  Control  Law  (HWCL),  the 
state  equivalent  of  RCRA,  contains  a  much  broader  definition  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste. 
Some  substances  not  considered  hazardous  under  federal  law  are  considered  hazardous  under 
state  law.  The  California  Hazardous  Substance  Account  Act,  essentially  the  equivalent  of 
CERCLA,  contains  a  provision  for  designation  of  state  funds  to  clean  up  sites  where  private 
funding  is  unobtainable.  State  hazardous  materials  and  waste  laws  are  contained  in  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR),  Titles  22  and  26. 

Regulations  implementing  the  HWCL  list  791  hazardous  chemicals  and  20  to  30  more  common 
materials  that  may  be  hazardous;  establish  criteria  for  identifying,  packaging  and  labeling 
hazardous  wastes;  prescribe  management  of  hazardous  wastes;  establish  permit  requirements  for 
hazardous  waste  treatment,  storage,  disposal  and  transportation;  and  identify  hazardous  wastes 
that  cannot  be  disposed  of  in  landfills. 

Under  both  RCRA  and  the  HWCL,  hazardous  waste  manifests  must  be  retained  by  the  generator 
for  a  minimum  of  three  years.  A  hazardous  waste  manifest  lists  a  description  of  the  waste,  its 
intended  destination,  and  regulatory  information  about  the  waste.  A  copy  of  each  manifest  must 
be  filed  with  DHS.  The  generator  must  match  copies  of  hazardous  waste  manifests  with  receipts 
from  the  treatment  /  disposal  /  recycling  facility. 

The  Project  Area  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB).  The  RWQCB  is  authorized  by  the  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  (SWRCB)  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control 
Act  of  1969,  which  incorporates  federal  water  protection  laws.  That  Act  gives  the  RWQCB 
authority  to  require  groundwater  investigations  when  the  quality  of  the  groundwaters  or  surface 
waters  of  the  state  have  been  or  could  be  threatened,  and  to  remediate  the  site  if  necessary. 

For  sites  requiring  remediation,  the  level  of  site  cleanup  is  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
DHS,  the  RWQCB,  or  a  local  agency  could  act  as  the  lead  state  agency  in  site  investigations  and 
remediation  projects.  The  state  determines  the  level  and  extent  of  required  clean-up,  based  on 
the  specific  site  conditions  and  surrounding  land  uses.  State  clean-up  standards  can  be  more 
restrictive  than  federal  standards;  both  state  and  federal  standards  are  used  to  determine  clean-up 
levels.  Clean-up  standards  employed  by  the  RWQCB  can  be  more  stringent  than  those  used  by 
EPA  or  DHS,  and  are  region-specific./ 1/  If  soils  containing  hazardous  materials,  are  excavated, 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  may  impose  specific  requirements  on  such 
activities  to  protect  ambient  air  quality  from  dust  or  airborne  contaminants. 
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HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL  WORKER  SAFETY  REQUIREMENTS 

The  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (Cal/OSHA)  and  the  Federal 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (Fed/OSHA)  are  the  agencies  responsible  for 
assuring  worker  safety  in  the  handling  and  use  of  chemicals  in  the  workplace.  In  California, 
Cal/OSHA  assumes  primary  responsibility  for  developing  and  enforcing  workplace  safety 
regulations.  Cal/OSHA  standards  are  generally  more  stringent  than  federal  regulations. 

Under  authority  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of  1970,  Fed/OSHA  has  adopted 
numerous  regulations  pertaining  to  worker  safety  (contained  in  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
Title  29  [29  CFR  —  Labor]).  These  regulations  set  standards  for  safe  workplaces  and  work 
practices,  including  the  reporting  of  accidents  and  occupational  injuries.  Some  OSHA 
regulations  contain  standards  relating  to  hazardous  material  handling,  including  workplace 
conditions,  employee  protection  requirements,  first  aid,  fire  protection,  as  well  as  material 
handling  and  storage.  Because  California  has  a  federally-approved  OSHA  program,  it  is 
required  to  adopt  regulations  that  are  at  least  as  stringent  as  those  found  in  29  CFR. 

Cal/OSHA  regulations  concerning  the  use  of  hazardous  materials  in  the  workplace  (which  are 
detailed  in  Title  8  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  [8  CCR])  include  requirements  for 
safety  training,  availability  of  safety  equipment,  accident  and  illness  prevention  programs, 
hazardous  substance  exposure  warnings,  and  emergency  action  and  fire  prevention  plan 
preparation.  Cal/OSHA  enforces  hazard  communication  program  regulations,  which  contain 
training  and  information  requirements,  including  procedures  for  identifying  and  labeling 
hazardous  substances,  and  communicating  hazard  information  related  to  hazardous  substances 
and  their  handling.  The  hazard  communication  program  also  requires  that  Material  Safety  Data 
Sheets  be  available  to  employees  and  that  employee  information  and  training  programs  be 
documented.  Regulations  also  require  preparation  of  health  and  safety  plans  to  protect  workers 
and  employees  at  hazardous  waste  sites. 

Note  -  Appendix  E 

l\l  The  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQB)  water  quality  protection  goals  for  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Region  are  contained  in  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan.  San  Francisco 
Bay  Basin.  Region  (2).  December  1986. 
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APPENDIX  F:  SUMMARY  OF  YBC  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  following  is  a  list  of  the  mitigation  measures  from  each  of  the  previous  environmental 
documents  on  YBC.  For  the  measures  from  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  the  status  of  the  mitigation  measure  also  is  included.  After 
certification  of  each  EIR,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  adopted  a  set 
of  findings  with  respect  to  the  significant  impacts  of  the  project,  the  alternatives  that  might  have 
reduced  or  eliminated  the  significant  impacts,  the  changes  or  alterations  that  would  mitigate  the 
significant  impacts,  the  reasons  that  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures  were  deemed  infeasible, 
and  the  overriding  considerations  that  outweigh  the  significant  impacts  and  justify  approval  of 
the  project.  Thus,  these  findings  represent  the  final  action  regarding  the  adoption  of  mitigation 
measures.  Following  the  listing  of  each  mitigation  measure  are  one  of  five  statements:  adopted 
by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  modified  and  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency;  other  agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation;  no  action  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.  These  statements  indicate  the  status  of  the  mitigation  measure. 

In  addition,  a  listing  of  the  new  mitigation  measures  from  the  Initial  Study  are  included.  Where 
the  mitigation  measures  in  the  Initial  Study  have  revised  mitigation  measures  that  were  included 
in  previous  environmental  documentation,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  included  and  the  new 
language  added  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study  is  in  italics.  For  those  mitigation  measures  that  are 
new,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  printed  in  italics.  These  mitigation  measures  are  considered 
part  of  the  project  and  will  be  included  in  the  findings;  therefore,  no  statement  regarding  the 
status  of  the  mitigation  measure  is  warranted. 

To  have  a  complete  listing  of  mitigation  measures  associated  with  development  in  YBC,  the 
mitigation  measures  from  the  DSEIR  and  this  C&R  document  also  have  been  reprinted. 
Following  each  mitigation  measure  is  an  indication  of  the  party  responsible  for  implementation 
of  the  measure.  No  findings  have  been  prepared  regarding  this  project,  so  no  statement  regarding 
the  status  of  the  mitigation  measures  is  warranted. 
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F.  Summary  of  YBC  Mitigation  Measures 


I.  APPLICABLE  FEIR  MEASURES 

A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1%  of  the  construction  costs  of  all 
buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  art  works.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow  toilets,  urinals, 
taps  and  showerheads  to  reduce  total  liquid  wastes  discharged  into  the  sewers.  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  would  conform  to  the  Industrial  Waste 
Ordinance.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse  be  placed  in  metal  dumpster  containers 
to  facilitate  pick-up,  and  would  encourage  rooms  for  the  storage  of  recyclable  wastes  in  all 
buildings.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near  office  building 
entrances  for  use  by  messengers.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

All  construction  sites  must  be  fenced  under  the  Federal  Occupational  Health  and  Safety 
Administration  Regulations.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  recommend  security  systems  or  bonded  security  guards  for 
all  office  buildings,  retail -commercial  establishments,  and  housing.  Implementation  would  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  developer.  Street  lighting  should  be  designed  for  pedestrians  as  well  as 
vehicles.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  prepare  lighting  plans.  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  measures  to  increase 
effective  sidewalk  capacity  for  pedestrians: 

Widen  sidewalks  wherever  possible  along  Fourth  and  Third  Sts.  between  Howard  and 
Market  by  requiring  that  buildings  be  set  back  at  least  2  to  3  ft  from  the  property  line 
fronting  the  sidewalk.  These  setbacks  would  be  most  effective  if  implemented  consistendy 
over  the  entire  length  of  a  block.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  authorizes  permits  for  placement  of 
sidewalk  furniture,  to  control  placement  of  width-restricting  sidewalk  furniture  (street 
trees,  benches,  litter  baskets,  etc.).  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  individual  employers  within  YBC  to 
implement  the  following  transit  and  traffic  impact  mitigation  measures: 

Implement  "flex"  time  or  staggered  work  hours.  This  would  spread  the  peak  loading 
period  over  several  hours  and  reduce  projected  peak-hour  and  peak-15-minute  volumes. 

Coordinate  car  pooling  and  van  pooling  among  employees.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  the  George  Moscone  Convention 
Center  management  to  coordinate  a  shutde  service  with  the  major  hotels  during  conventions. 
(Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  following  driveway  placement  and  design 
standards: 

Place  driveway  openings  at  least  50  ft.  from  crosswalks. 

Make  driveways  a  minimum  of  24  ft.  wide  for  two-way  movements. 

Provide  for  at  least  50  ft.  of  curb  between  adjacent  driveway  locations. 

Keep  the  number  of  driveways  to  a  minimum  with  good  design  practice.  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Parking  Authority 
to  regulate  parking  rates  in  YBC  public  garages  in  order  to  discourage  all-day  parking 
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(commuters)  but  allow  short-term  (1  to  4  hours)  visitors  to  park  inexpensively.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  owners  of  private  garages  in  YBC  to 
implement  a  similar  rate  structure.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  are 
responsible  for  regulating  construction  truck  activity  in  San  Francisco.  Haul  routes  may  be 
specified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  as  a  condition  of  construction  permits.  (Other 
Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  YBC  contractors  to  direct 
trucks  to  and  from  the  James  Lick  Freeway  along  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  during  off-peak  traffic 
periods.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  construction  activities  would  be 
achieved  by  using  construction-industry-accepted  methods  such  as  watering  the  site  and  covering 
load  material  in  trucks.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with  respect  to 
other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require 
developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel 
studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for 
design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  (San  Francisco  Redevelpoment  Agency  has 
rejected  the  mitigation  measure;  this  measure  was  updated  in  the  SEIR  Initial  Study  and  is 
included  on  p.  F-20) 

In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  specific  measures  be 
included  in  housing  design  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of  pollutant  exposure  in  all  YBC  housing: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculation-type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced-air  heating  system. 
Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 
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Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least  15  feet. 
Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  ten  feet  above  street  level. 
Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  structures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common  doorway. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  mitigation  of  exterior  air  quality  as  follows: 

No  active  outdoor  areas  such  as  play  areas,  tennis  courts  and  swimming  pools.  (San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  Transportation  mitigation 
measures  in  VII.,  F.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

H.  NOISE 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction  equipment,  other  than 
impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of  acquisition,  emit  no  more  than  80  dBA 
when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.,  or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at  some  other  convenient 
distance  (a  noise  level  from  a  single  noise  source  drops  by  6  dBA  with  every  doubling  of 
distance).  Impact  tools  and  equipment  must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by 
the  manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best  providing  maximum 
noise  attenuation.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  a  special  permit  for  construction 
between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  post-construction  site 
planning  noise  mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Orienting  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony  areas  screened 
from  the  noise  by  the  building.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 

Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources.  (Adopted  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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I.  RESOURCE  USE:  ENERGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for  development 
of  all  new  buildings.  Because  several  major  structures  would  be  designed  and  built  in  the  same 
area  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional  opportunity  exists  to  incorporate  a  total  energy 
system  into  the  design  (see  Section  VII.  I.,  YBC  FEIR.  pp.  498-499).  (Modified  and  Adopted 
by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  use  of  low-flow  toilets,  urinals,  taps,  and 
showerheads  to  reduce  water  consumption.  Convention  Center  engineers  have  incorporated  this 
measure  into  the  convention  center  design.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  use  a  water-efficient  form  of  irrigation,  such  as  drip 
irrigation,  and  drought-resistant  landscape  materials  in  the  open  space  areas  to  reduce  irrigation. 
Convention  Center  engineers  have  incorporated  this  measure  into  the  convention  center  design. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

J.  GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 

Buildings  would  be  designed  in  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Article  23, 
Sections  2314A  to  K  to  withstand  damage  resulting  from  the  ground  motions  which  might  occur 
during  the  maximum  probable  earthquake.  For  buildings  which  are  six  stories  and  higher,  the 
anticipated  interaction  between  the  site  and  the  structural  frame  during  a  major  earthquake  must 
be  considered  in  the  design.  The  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requires  that 
building  designs  meet  these  criteria.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

To  insure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed  soils  engineer 
would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare  recommendations  based  on  current  soils 
engineering  practice  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan.  All  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  soils  engineer's 
recommendations.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Periodic  checks  of  structures  in  and  adjacent  to  the  site  could  be  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  to  determine  if  settlement  were  occurring  in  areas  subject  to 
potential  subsidence  and  to  differential  settlement.  Building  inspection  is  conducted  ordinarily 
only  after  a  complaint  has  been  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.  (Other  agencies 
are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

All  buildings  would  be  designed  and  positioned  in  conformity  with  the  policies  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  Safety  Plan.  High-rise  buildings  would  be  designed  or  positioned  to 
minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and  glass  onto  sidewalks,  streets  or  other  areas  where  people  are 
likely  to  gather.  New  office  towers  would  be  set  back  from  the  street  above  the  second  story  of 
the  structure  (YBC  FEIR.  p.  501).  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 

Erodible,  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  exposed  during  construction  would  be  protected 
from  wind  erosion.  Clays  and  silt  might  be  a  source  of  dust  in  the  area.  The  ground  surface 
could  be  wetted  down  daily  with  reclaimed  water.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.) 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

If  in  the  judgment  of  the  City  Engineer  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs  during  the  construction, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  the  developer  initiate  groundwater  recharge  to  halt 
the  settlement.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopent  Agency.) 

Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  filtered,  if  this  is  found  necessary,  to  prevent 
sediment  from  entering  the  sewer  system.  (Other  agencies  are  responsible  for  implemenation) 

L.  ECOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  use  vegetation  native  to  Northern 
California  for  landscaping,  to  the  extent  feasible.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 


F-7 


XIV.  Appendices 
F.  Summary  of  YBC  Mitigation  Measures 

II.  APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 
A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  urban  design 
consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of  building  design  and  layout  on  the  visual 
context  of  existing  buildings  of  identified  architectural  or  historic  merit  on  CB-1  (Assessor's 
Block  3706),  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  consulting  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
and  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  regarding  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  relating 
to  Historic  Buildings.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

C.  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  sales  agreements  of  all  market-rate 
housing  units  proposed  for  YBC  to  specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree  not  to  participate  in 
time-share  ownership  of  the  unit,  as  well  as  agree  to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after 
purchase.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Before  requesting  that  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  on  CB-1,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
requiring  the  developer  to  hire  a  qualified  plumber  to  determine  whether  any  existing  buildings 
are  connected  to  the  sewer  under  Jessie  St.  Should  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  and  the  sewer 
abandoned,  any  buildings  that  are  currently  connected  would  be  reconnected  to  the  mains  in 
Fourth  St.  or  Mission  St.  at  the  expense  of  the  developer  or  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  (1982)  preparing  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  to 
address  vehicular  traffic  circulation  and  automobile  parking.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with,  or  would  require  the  project  developers  to 
consult  with,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  in 
designing  the  pedestrian  access,  vehicular  access  (including  taxi  and  tour  and  charter-bus  loading 
areas),  and  off-street  loading  facilities.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

III.  APPLICABLE  SECOND  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 
A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  construct  temporary  wooden 
barricades  around  the  perimeter  of  construction  sites  (where  they  border  pedestrian  routes)  in 
order  to  screen  pedestrians  from  construction  activities  wherever  possible.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developers  to  endeavor  to  make  small-scale 
retail  uses  (not  to  exceed  2,000  square  feet  per  establishment)  eonvenientiy  available  to  meet  the 
shopping,  service  and  eating  needs  of  downtown  workers  and  residents.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  encourage  developers  to  price  tiiese  small  retail  spaces  to  be  affordable  to  local 
San  Francisco  businesses.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  die  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring 
the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  design  both  housing  and  open  space  to  eliminate  any  apparent 
territorial  claim  or  "privateness"  the  housing  may  exert  on  the  public  open  space  on  CB-2.  (No 
housing  proposed  on  CB-2,  so  No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk  lighting  so  as  not  to  interfere 
with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to  avoid  creating  reflective  glare  on  adjacent  buildings. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  of  YBC  to  provide  litter 
pick-up  for  areas  included  in  their  respective  land  disposition  and  development  agreements  to 
maintain  an  attractive  appearance  within  YBC.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  incorporating  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible 
visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth,  Market 
and  Third  Sts.  These  measures  could  include  the  provision  of  pedestrian-level  windows  and 
gateways  that  allow  the  passer-by  to  view  activities  in  the  interior  of  the  block,  and  the  use  of 
building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and  texture  to  break  up  the  line  of  continuous  building 
surfaces.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  all 
buildings  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  proposed  and  existing  residential  buildings  located 
both  inside  and  immediately  outside  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  nonresidential  buildings  in 
areas  where  it  is  determined  during  the  course  of  design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on  nearby 
structures  or  open  areas  would  occur.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  new  housing  on  SB-2  be  constructed 
so  as  to  preserve  views  from  the  existing  TODCO  /  Los  Caballeros  Dimasalang  House  toward 
CB-3  and  the  San  Francisco  skyline  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  (No  Action  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  space  for  resident- 
serving  retail-commercial  uses  near  all  housing  sites  in  YBC.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
proposed  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  for  this  use  on  SB-2.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

Sites  recommended  by  community  groups  (South  of  Market  Coalition,  March  1981.  The  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Neighborhood  Plan)  for  development  of  resident-serving  retail  uses  include  the 
southwestern  corner  of  SB-2  for  a  supermarket  and  parking  and  the  southeastern  corner  of  WB-3. 
The  southwestern  corner  of  SB-2  would  be  Retail  and  Parking  with  the  Main  Program  (see 
Figure  8,  p.  38).  The  southeastern  corner  of  WB-3  is  occupied  by  the  Union  Gas  Station,  which 
is  proposed  to  remain  under  the  Main  Program.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
employers  set  up  an  equitable  program  to  generally  give  preference  in  permanent  hiring  to  South 
of  Market  residents  first,  San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This 
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program  would  be  implemented  to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or 
other  legal  requirements,  such  as  Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union 
contracts.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  set  up  an  equitable  program 
to  generally  give  preference  in  leasing  concession  space  to  South  of  Market  residents  first,  San 
Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This  program  would  be  implemented 
to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or  other  legal  requirements,  such  as 
Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union  contracts.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  provide 
and  subsidize  low-income  housing  in  or  outside  of  YBC,  either  through  new  construction  or 
rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant  units.  This  measure  would  be  intended  to  mitigate  potential 
indirect  displacement  (due  to  rising  land  values  and  rents)  of  low-income  persons  in  die  vicinity 
of  YBC.  Implementation  of  this  measure  could  result  in  a  decrease  in  public  amenities  and 
benefits  now  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  within  YBC  and  thus  may  not  conform  to  the 
objectives  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Project  as  described  in  the  RFQ.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
businesses  consult  with  the  Commission  on  Aging  with  the  object  of  participating  in  the 
Commission's  "Gold  Card"  Program  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  Holders  of  a  "Gold 
Card"  (low-income  elderly  meeting  Commission  on  Aging  Program  requirements)  would  be 
entitled  to  discounts  from  participating  businesses.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  issuing  tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bonds  to 
finance  rental  housing  development  in  YBC.  If  this  type  of  financing  were  successful,  under 
Federal  law  (Mortgage  Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981)  20%  of  the  rental  units  would 
have  to  be  made  available  to  households  which  have  incomes  within  the  eligibility  limits  of  the 
Federal  Section  8'  Program.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

The  SPUR  study  (June,  198 1)/7/  recommends  the  following  measures  to  preserve  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  in  South  of  Market.  A  public  non-profit  corporation  should  buy  out 
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residential  hotels  along  Sixth  St.,  rehabilitate  them,  and  permanently  dedicate  them  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing.  In  order  to  minimize  per-unit  costs  of  housing  development,  the  City 
should  encourage  the  construction  of  relatively  high  densities  and  small  units.  The  existing 
requirement  for  the  inclusion  of  10%  low-  and  moderate-income  units  in  all  developments 
containing  over  50  units  should  be  applied  to  the  South  of  Market  area.  Public  land  in  South  of 
Market  should  be  made  available  to  housing  developers  at  below  market  rates  in  exchange  for 
development  of  additional  low-  and  moderate-income  units  on  the  sites.  Existing  fire  zone 
regulations  should  be  reviewed,  and  any  found  to  be  not  absolutely  necessary  should  be  modified 
to  reduce  construction  costs.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

Consideration  could  be  given  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  expanding  the 
availability  of  City  General  Fund  grants  under  their  control  for  use  by  public  and  private  agencies 
giving  aid  to  South  of  Market  indigents.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

Rezoning  the  area  west  of  YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R  (Downtown 
Retail),  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Downtown  Support)  and  M-l  (Light 
Industrial)  to  an  R  (Residential)  district  would  preserve  housing  in  the  area.  Amending  the  City 
Zoning  Map  would  require  action  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  to  approve  and  recommend 
the  amendment  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  to  adopt  all  or  part 
of  the  recommended  change.  Although  this  measure  could  preserve  housing  west  of  YBC,  it 
may  not  be  able  to  preserve  low-income  housing.  In  addition,  the  rezoning  could  make  the  area 
more  attractive  for  residential  speculation  than  it  would  be  under  existing  zoning  by  reducing  the 
number  and  amount  of  permitted  "incompatible"  uses.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer  to 
provide  a  special  police  patrol  of  those  areas  adjacent  to  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly. 
This  patrol  could  be  funded  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low  Income  Housing  Fund. 
The  need  for  this  patrol  could  be  reviewed  annually  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer.  (No 
Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  Central  Blocks  to 
provide  a  central  security  office  with  responsibilities  to  coordinate  and  provide  for 
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communication  among  the  various  security  services  in  YBC.  The  cost  of  this  office  should  be 
shared  by  all  YBC  tenants.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  coordinate  construction  activities  in 
YBC  with  construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  which  are  under 
construction,  are  planned  for  construction  or  later  become  known,  in  order  to  minimize 
cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  or  street  excavation.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Construction  contractors  and  utility  companies  would  coordinate  work  schedules  requiring 
trenching  through  the  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other  Projects 
(CULCOP)  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours. 
(Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  providing  off-street  parking  for  construction 
workers  on  the  development  site,  or  at  an  off-site  location  within  the  project  area,  and  consider 
requiring  developers  to  provide  Muni  passes  to  construction  workers  to  minimize  temporary 
parking  demand.  Providing  Muni  Fast  Passes  would  add  passengers  to  a  system  currently 
operating  at  or  near  capacity  during  the  rush  hours.  (No  Action  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to  coordinate  construction 
schedules  to  minimize  disruption  to  the  sidewalk  system  that  would  occur  from  simultaneous 
construction  activity  on  both  sides  of  a  street  and  concurrent  sidewalk  closures  or  detours;  the 
amount  of  pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  attendance  at  the  Convention  Center  should  be 
considered  in  the  design  of  the  walkways.  Construction  walkways  would  be  maintained  by 
contractors  to  provide  adequate  pedestrian  safety.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

Calculations  for  pedestrian  impacts  in  this  Supplement  include  the  assumption  of  at-grade  mid- 
block  crossings  of  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  connecting  the  mid-block  pedestrian  plazas 
proposed  for  CB-1  and  CB-2  with  the  convention  center  on  CB-3.  The  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  responsible  for  implementing  these  crossings.  If  they 
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were  not  implemented,  projected  conditions  on  Third  and  Fourth  St.  sidewalks  would  be  worse 
than  shown  in  the  impact  analysis,  pp.  152-155  [of  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement].  The 
Department  of  Public  Works  is  on  record  as  opposing  mid-block  crossings  in  YBC  for  safety 
reasons  (Jeffrey  Lee,  Director  of  Public  Works  and  the  Clean  Water  Program,  letters  dated 
August  14,  1980,  May  12,  1981,  and  March  5,  1982,  all  on  file  with  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  Room  315, 45  Hyde  St.).  The  Department  of  Public  Works  recommends  instead  the  use 
of  mid-block  pedestrian  bridges  over  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.  If  "at  grade"  pedestrian  crossings 
are  developed  on  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  (between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.)  appropriate  traffic 
control  devices  would  be  installed  to  reduce  the  potential  for  accidents  involving  pedestrians  and 
delays  associated  with  pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
requiring  that  the  developer  provide  pedestrian  bridges,  which  would  reduce  these  hazards. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  design  their  projects  to 
facilitate  access  by  the  elderly  and  handicapped  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
Sections  33.01  and  17.1 1,  and  with  Tide  24,  Section  2  of  the  California  Administrative  Code, 
where  otherwise  not  required  and  wherever  feasible.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Traffic  Division  of  the  Bureau  of 
Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  redesign  die  Mission/Fourth  intersection  to 
reduce  potential  pedestrian  hazards  associated  with  left-turning  traffic  into  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
garage  entrance  if  the  DPW  deems  such  redesign  necessary.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  adequate,  secure 
and  safe  bicycle  parking  to  serve  YBC  residents  and  employees.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  limiting  or  excluding  access  from  off-street  parking 
facilities  onto  Mission  and  Market  Sts.  and  requiring  provision  of  access  to  Third  and  Fourth  Sts. 
from  new  facilities,  instead.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requesting  the  Parking  Authority  to  set  aside  a 
reasonable  amount  of  parking  spaces  for  social  service  and  medical  providers.  (No  Action  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  off-street  loading  spaces  be  provided 
to  meet  actual  demand,  calculated  according  to  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
1980,  Center  City  Circulation  Program;  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement,  working 
papers  1,  2,  and  3  and  Final  Report.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer's  Office  to  make  convention  center  loading  docks,  driveways  or  other 
loading  facilities  available  to  uses  on  the  convention  center  roof.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  retaining  or  requiring  developers  to  retain  a 
transportation  broker  within  YBC.  The  broker  would  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site 
sale  of  BART,  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  passes,  and  would  coordinate  YBC  employee  car 
pool  and  van  pool  systems  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by  providing  a 
central  clearinghouse  for  car  pool  and  van  pool  information.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet  the  peak  demand 
generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the  downtown  area,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to  contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and 
augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the 
project,  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent 
equitable  funding  mechanism  developed  and  implemented  by  the  City.  (Adopted  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Transit  agencies  could  provide  additional  transit  vehicles,  change  headways,  and  possibly,  shift 
routes  on  non-rail  systems  to  alleviate  the  overload  that  would  occur  on  the  Muni,  BART,  A-C 
Transit,  and  the  SamTrans  mainline  (Highway  101  Route)  due  to  cumulative  development. 
Implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure  would  depend  primarily  on  the  availability  of  funds 
and  on  actions  initiated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  and  the 
respective  transit  agencies  and  districts.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 
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G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

Shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  would  be  performed  by  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  during  the  building  design  process.  Necessary  modifications,  as  determined  through 
Redevelopment  Agency  review,  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  wind  turbulence,  and  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever 
possible.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement  (LDA)  provide  a  process  by  which  wind  and  shadow  studies  for  the 
"Gardens"  portion  on  the  project  would  be  done  and  made  available  to  the  public.  (Modified 
and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  developers  to  encourage  them  to 
partially  reimburse  the  costs  of  cleaning  nearby  facades  where  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  dust 
accumulation  has  clearly  been  the  result  of  the  developer's  construction  activities.  (San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

H.  NOISE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  notify  the  management  of 
housing  complexes  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  construction  sites  when  a  DPW  permit 
for  nighttime  construction  has  been  requested  for  those  construction  sites.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  residential  and  hotel  uses 
incorporate  necessary  noise  insulation  features  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
California  Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  [now  in  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations). 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Residential,  cultural,  office  and  retail/commercial  uses  in  areas  exceeding  maximum 
"satisfactory"  noise  level  guidelines  specified  by  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  August 
1974)  would  receive  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  and  have  needed  noise 
insulation  features  included  in  their  design.  These  features  may  include  sound-rated  glass 
windows,  air-conditioning,  and  tight  building  construction.  All  exterior  traffic  noise  levels  in 
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YBC  can  be  reduced  to  acceptable  interior  noise  levels  (about  45  dB  A  Ldn  or  CNEL)  through 
appropriate  building  design.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  mitigation  measures  in  addition  to  those  required  under 
State  Noise  Insulation  Standards  and  City  Noise/Land  Use  compatibility  guidelines  would  be 
necessary  to  reduce  the  effects  of  peak  noises  from  activities  on  CB-2.  It  is  likely  that  noise- 
insulating  materials  capable  of  a  40-45  dBA  reduction  of  exterior  noise  would  be  needed. 
Masonry  construction  and  installation  of  sound-rated,  double-pane  glazed  glass  in  gasketed 
windows  can  reduce  outside  noise  by  up  to  60  dBA.  (Charles  M.  Salter,  PE,  consultant  in 
acoustics  for  Olympia  &  York,  personal  interview,  December  3,  1981.)  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  ensure  that  the  developer  incorporates  appropriate  noise  insulation  in  CB-2 
housing  to  reduce  exterior  noise  levels  by  up  to  40-45  dBA.  (No  housing  proposed  on  CB-2,  so 
No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be  provided  on  CB-2,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  perform  an  acoustical 
analysis  to  develop  a  design  and  placement  which  would  have  minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on 
Woolf  House  residents  and  residents  of  all  other  housing  proposed  for  or  existing  in  YBC. 
Necessary  amphitheatre  or  outdoor  performance  area  design  modifications  would  be 
implemented  to  minimize  effects  of  amplified  sound  on  Woolf  House  and  other  residents. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  not  to  permit 
outdoor  amplified  performances  on  CB-3.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  schedule 
the  noisiest  outdoor  events  (amplified  performances)  on  CB-2  to  avoid  normal  sleeping  hours. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  ENERGY 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  developing  design  criteria  for  all  new 
buildings  to  preclude  development  from  significantly  shading  other  YBC  building  sites  or  sites 
outside  the  redevelopment  area  (shading  would  reduce  the  availability  of  sunlight  for  use  as  solar 
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energy).  The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  proposal  to  ensure  that  it  would 
conform  to  these  criteria.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each  development  to 
minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable  energy  and  to 
encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  to 
ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all  criteria.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
reviewing  each  building  design  to  maximize  the  potential  for  incorporating  solar  energy  for  space 
and  water  heating  in  development  in  YBC,  where  feasible.  See  Appendix  F,  p.  265  for  a  sample 
list  of  such  criteria.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  recycle  the  water  used  in  all  decorative 
fountains.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

J.  GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  each  developer  of  a  high-rise  structure  to 
prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Emergency  Services.  This  would  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning 
activities  and  the  developer's  plans  as  well  as  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.  The  developer's  plans  would  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Services  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  permits.  The 
appropriate  plan  would  be  prominendy  posted  in  each  high-rise  building  to  be  constructed. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

M.  ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
concerning  Historic  buildings  in  YBC,  signed  June  3,  1982.  This  agreement  contains  the 
following  conditions: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  a  "design  review  area"  on  the  portion  of  YBC 
bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and  Fourth  Sts.  The  design  of  any  project  proposed  for 
this  area  would  be  reviewed  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for  compatibility  with  adjacent  historic  structures  based 
on  scale,  bulk,  use  of  material,  texture,  and  rhythm.  A  second  "design  review  area"  would 
be  designated  for  the  northerly  150  ft.  of  the  block  between  Mission,  Third,  Howard,  and 
Fourth  Sts.,  within  which  the  design  of  proposed  structures  would  be  reviewed  for 
compatibility  of  facade  design  with  adjacent  historic  structures. 

Rehabilitation  of  buildings  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  would  be 
carried  out  according  to  the  recommended  treatment  in  "The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  of  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings." 

Prior  to  demolition  or  alteration  of  properties  within  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  the  history  and  present  appearance  of  these  buildings  will  be  permanently 
recorded  as  determined  by  the  National  Architectural  and  Engineering  Record  (NAER). 
All  documentation  would  be  accepted  by  NAER,  and  the  Advisory  Council  notified  of  its 
acceptance,  before  any  demolition  or  alterations  of  the  historic  buildings  could  begin. 
Copies  of  this  documentation  would  be  provided  to  the  SHPO. 

If  any  of  the  above  terms  of  the  MOA  cannot  be  carried  out,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  not  take  any  action  that  would  adversely  impact  any  properties  in  YBC  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg.  as  part  of  the 
Aronson  Historic  District.  (No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

IV.  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  INITIAL  STUDY  MEASURES 

Where  mitigation  measures  listed  here  have  revised  mitigation  measures  that  were  included  in 
previous  environmental  documentation,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  included  and  the  new 
language  added  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study  is  in  italics.  For  those  mitigation  measures  that  are 
new,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  printed  in  italics.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  intends  to 
implement  these  measures  as  part  of  overall  project  approval. 

A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with  respect  to 
other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require 
developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel 
studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for 
design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  Pedestrian  comfort  standard  from  the 
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Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  of  7  mph  for  seating  areas  and  11  mphfor  other  pedestrian 
zones  (open  space  areas,  pedestrian  concourses,  sidewalks,  etc.)  as  applicable,  would  be 
adopted.  Projects  within  YBC  would  be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate 
exceedances  through  building  design. 

Shadow  analyses  would  be  performed  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary  modifications  in 
building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be  implemented  to  reduce  shading  effects 
on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible.  The  shadow  reduction  and  open  space  sunlight 
access  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted 
and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Discharge  of  de watering  wastes  from  construction  sites  into  the  sewers  must  conform  to  the 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance.  The  quality  of  the  water  would  be  determined  and  the  cost  of 
treating  the  wastewater  (based  on  the  water  quality)  would  be  negotiated  by  the  Bureau  of 
Sanitary  Engineering  and  the  contractor.  The  cost  would  be  borne  by  the  contractor.  Dewatering 
for  construction  of  individual  buildings  under  the  Main  Program  could  be  begun  during  the  dry 
season  to  reduce  shock  loads  during  rain  storms;  if  delaying  the  schedule  were  not  economical, 
dewatering  during  and  immediately  after  storms  could  be  avoided. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  provision  of  storage  space  for  recyclables  in 
buildings  to  be  constructed,  and  encourage  the  implementation  of  recycling  programs  in  YBC 
offices  and  residences. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public  areas  that  are 
open  and  free  of  obstructions  that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing  patrol  units. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  and  secure  (either  fenced,  attended  and/or 
patrolled  by  private  security)  parking  facilities  to  minimize  the  opportunity  for  criminal  activity. 

H.  NOISE 

As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  an 
analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the  project  sponsor  and 
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recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  building.  For 
example,  such  design  features  could  include,  fixed  windows  and  climate  control. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  predrill  holes  (if feasible  based  on 
soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize  noise  and  vibration  from  piledriving. 
Tfie  actual  pounding  from  piledriving  would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  determine  the  time 
when  piledriving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.  The  project  sponsor 
would  require  that  the  construction  contractor  limit  piledriving  activity  to  result  in  least 
disturbance.  This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works  pursuant  to 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908,  if  piledriving  during  daytime  hours  is  determined 
to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring  uses. 

J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

If  the  project  were  to  include  dewatering,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained 
in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 
Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment 
entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

Tfie  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  general  contractors  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction  period  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the  Industrial 
Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

M.  ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

Given  the  strong  possibility  of  encountering  the  remains  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  within 
the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The  Environmental 
Review  Officer  (ERO)  in  consultation  with  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (LPAB)  and  the  archaeologist  would  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct 
all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural 
and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 
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A  pre -excavation  testing  program  would  be  carried  out.  The  program  would  be  supervised  by  an 
archaeologist  using  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings,  or  other  testing  me  thods 
determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate.  The  archaeologist  would  supervise  the 
testing  at  the  site  to  determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and  historical  remains.  At  the 
completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written 
report  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  describes  the 
findings,  assesses  their  significance  and  proposes  appropriate  recommendations  for  any 
additional  procedures  necessary  for  the  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
determined  to  be  significant. 

Following  the  pre- excavation  testing  program,  an  archaeologist  would  supervise  a  program  of 
on-site  monitoring  during  site  excavation.  The  archaeologist  would  record  observations  in  a 
permanent  log.  Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  following  commencement  of 
excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would  assess  the  significant  of  the  find,  and  immediately 
report  to  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB.  Upon  receiving  the  advice  of  the  consultants 
and  the  LPAB,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary.  Tfie 
monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  any  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written 
report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor. 

Excavation  or  construction  activities  which  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources  would 
be  suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction  to  permit 
inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

If  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  are  discovered,  an  appropriate  security  program 
would  be  implemented  to  prevent  looting  or  destruction.  Any  discovered  cultural  artifact 
assessed  as  significant  by  the  Archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the  ERO  and  the  President  of 
the  LPAB,  would  be  placed  in  an  appropriate  repository  designated  for  such  materials. 

Copies  of  the  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  sent  first 
and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  of  review.  Following  approval  of  the  reports  by  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  LPAB,  a  report  is  to  be  sent  to  the  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Office  at 
Sonoma  State  University.  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  shall  receive  three  final  copies  of 
the  final  archaeological  findings  report. 
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V.  DRAFT  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  MEASURES 
F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  City 
approval)  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  accommodate  bus  stop  shelters  and  to  minimize 
interference  with  pedestrian  traffic.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  incorporate  City  Planning  Code-required 
(Section  163)  transportation  brokerage  services  into  building  management  for  office  buildings 
exceeding  100,000  square  feet  to  minimize  transportation  impacts  of  added  office  development  in 
the  downtown.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  establish,  in  accordance  with  the  City 
Planning  Code  (Section  155(g)),  parking  rate  structures  to  encourage  short-term  use  and 
discourage  long-term  parking.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to,  in  consultation  with  the  Municipal 
Railway,  install  eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts  for  MUNI  trolley 
wires  on  the  proposed  buildings  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive  the  right  to  refuse  the 
attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment  is  done  at  City  expense. 
(Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

During  the  construction  periods,  construction  truck  movements  would  be  permitted  only  before 
6:30  a.m.  or  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts.  Individual 
developers  and  their  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division 
of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion 
during  construction  of  individual  buildings  and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  cumulative 
traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  during  construction,  developers  would  coordinate  with 
construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or 
which  later  become  known.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Parking  facility  driveways  would  include  warning  devices  flighted  signs  and  noise-emitting 
devices)  to  alert  pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  structures.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Coordinate  work  schedules  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  other  utilities  requiring 
trenching,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours.  This 
should  be  done  through  the  San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and 
Other  Projects  (CULCOP).  In-street  utilities  should  be  installed  at  the  same  time  as  the  street  is 
opened  for  construction  of  the  individual  projects  within  YBC  to  minimize  street  disruption. 
(Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  City  could  act  upon  or  endorse  the  implementation  of  transportation  mitigations  described  in 
the  Mission  Bav  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  Section  VI.E,  Mitigation,  pp.  VI.E.214-VI.E.217  for  the  year 
2000  and  pp.  VI.E.224-VI.E.231  for  2020,  and  in  the  South  of  Market  EIR.  pp.  189-194.  The 
measures  for  the  year  2000  include:  constructing  and  maintaining  rail  rapid  transit  lines  from 
downtown  San  Francisco  to  suburban  corridors  and  major  non-downtown  centers  in 
San  Francisco;  increasing  funding  for  Vehicle  Acquisition  Plans  for  San  Francisco  and  regional 
transit  agencies  to  expand  existing  non-rail  transit  service;  providing  exclusive  transit  lanes  on 
City  streets  and  on  freeways;  reducing  incentives  to  drive  by  discouraging  long-term  parking; 
encouraging  carpools,  vanpools,  and  bicycle  use;  improving  pedestrian  circulation  within 
downtown  San  Francisco;  and  providing  transportation  brokerage  services.  The  Mission  Bay 
EIR  describes  various  types  of  measures  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  needed  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  regional  growth  in  2020.  (Could  be  implemented  by  a  variety  of  State, 
regional  and  City  agencies  and  endorsed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  measures 
from  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement) 

G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  ensure  that  the  contractor  sprinkles 
demolition  sites  with  water  continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkles  unpaved 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  covers  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other 
material;  covers  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweeps  streets 
surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Developers  would  require  the  contractor  to  maintain  and  operate  construction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such 
means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are 
waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for 
equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period.  (Could  be 
implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Provisions  contained  in  Section  163  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  requiring  the  project  to  institute  a 
transportation  management  program  and  provide  on-site  transportation  brokerage  services,  also 
would  reduce  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  measures  from  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

If  subsidence  occurs  during  well  water  production,  an  alternative  water  source  for  irrigation  and 
water  features  would  be  provided  and  groundwater  recharge  would  be  initiated  to  halt 
subsidence.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  water  quality  would  be  investigated  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and  monitored 
periodically  during  project  operation  (and  remediated  if  any  violations  of  standards  occur)  in 
compliance  with  the  policies  and  regulations  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Department  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the  amount  and 
rate  of  water  required  for  the  irrigation  and  water  features  on  CB-2  can  be  supplied  by 
groundwater.  If  the  results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source,  municipal  water  would 
have  to  be  obtained.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Water  requirements  for  irrigation  would  be  reduced  by  landscaping  with  drought-tolerant 
vegetation,  installing  drip  irrigation  systems  and  soil  moisture  sensing  devices,  using  mulch  in 
landscaped  areas  and  installing  basins  around  trees  to  retain  water.  (Could  be  implemented  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  measure  from  FEIR) 

J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  information  to  developers,  building  owners,  and 
tenants  regarding  measures  that  should  be  taken  to  reduce  non-structural  earthquake  hazards. 
This  would  include  information  regarding  the  bracing  or  reinforcement  of  nonstructural  features 
in  residential  and  non-residential  structures  to  prevent  casualties  and  property  damage.  The  items 
that  should  be  evaluated  include  computers;  heavy  ceiling  fixtures  like  lights,  ducts,  diffusers, 
and  pipes;  exterior  signs,  exterior  pre-cast  panels  or  cladding;  emergency  power  generators; 
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elevators;  valuable  or  fragile  artwork;  water  heaters;  natural  gas  pipes;  tall  file  cabinets;  tall 
storage  racks,  bookcases,  and  shelving;  fire  extinguishers  and  fire  sprinklers;  large  electrical 
equipment,  especially  transformers;  communications  systems;  and  water  tanks.  (Could  be 
implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

N.  HAZARDS 

Prior  to  excavation  of  sites  within  SB-2,  or  EB-3,  a  site  investigation  would  be  conducted  that 
would  include  the  collection  of  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  for  analysis.  Analytical  tests 
would  focus  on  the  contaminants  suspected.  Results  of  the  site  investigation  would  be  made 
available  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH),  and  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  for  review  and  inspection.  Test  results  would  be  evaluated  by  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  and  compared  with  hazardous  waste  regulatory  guidelines  or  with  the 
latest  site  cleanup  guidelines  of  DPH  or  die  State  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS).  (Could 
be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Prior  to  excavation  of  any  site  within  the  YBC  area,  a  magnetic  tank-locating  survey  would  be 
carried  out  to  ascertain  whether  any  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at  the  site,  and  if  so, 
their  locations.  If  USTs  were  determined  to  be  present,  DPH  would  be  consulted  to  determine 
whether  they  should  be  removed  or  left  in  place  (as  required  by  law).  (Could  be  implemented 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Any  hazardous  wastes  found  to  exceed  regulatory  guidelines  or  pose  a  threat  to  the  environment 
would  be  remediated  in  accordance  with  applicable  law,  and  all  other  site  work  in  the 
contaminated  area  would  be  halted  until  remediation  is  complete.  (Could  be  implemented  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

If  hazardous  wastes  are  encountered  during  excavation  for  any  YBC  site,  from  the  time  that  the 
current  pavement  covering  the  site  is  taken  up  until  the  time  that  all  remedial  activities  have  been 
completed,  site  access  would  be  restricted  to  necessary  personnel.  This  would  serve  to  prevent 
impacts  associated  with  accidental  public  access  to  the  site.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  site  mitigation  plan  would  include 
a  dust  control  program  to  minimize  potential  public  health  impacts  associated  with  exposure  to 
contaminated  soil  dust.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  developer  would  employ  a 
licensed  broker  or  registered  hazardous  waste  treatment  engineer  to  handle  its  waste  disposal 
needs.  Use  of  brokers  or  registered  engineers  would  promote  economical  application  of  latest 
and  best  methods  for  waste  handling  of  contaminated  soils,  such  as  recycling,  reuse,  waste 
minimization,  or  treatment  or  destruction  of  non-reusable  waste  using  newly  developing 
technologies.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

V.  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  C&R  MEASURES 
J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

In  conformance  with  the  City's  policy  to  encourage  the  preparation  of  neighborhood  emergency 
response  plans,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of  a 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  for  the  YBC  area.  The  comprehensive  emergency 
response  plan  could  consist  of  individual  plans  applicable  to  each  building  or  complex  in  the 
project  area,  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  owners  of  each  building  or  complex,  and  a 
comprehensive  component,  prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  would  coordinate  the 
individual  emergency  response  plans.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  should  review  the 
neighborhood  comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  periodically  and  integrate  it  into 
emergency  response  planning  for  San  Francisco.  The  neighborhood  emergency  response  plan 
should  include  the  following  components: 

employee  organization; 
employee  training; 
communications; 
equipment  and  supplies; 
procedures; 
command  post; 
building  survey; 
evacuation; 
medical; 
security;  and 

clean-up.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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